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Abstract 
Many people in Australia are not included in family and community life due to 
poor housing design. Simple details, including steps to and into the dwelling, narrow 
corridors and doorways, and inaccessible bathrooms, contribute to their exclusion, 
isolation and marginalisation. Until recently, housing design and construction 
practices have disregarded global and national commitments to the full and effective 
participation and inclusion of all citizens, as a pillar of distributive justice.  
In response to this disregard, in 2010, the Australian housing industry and 
community leaders agreed to a national access guideline and plan—Livable Housing 
Design—to voluntarily transform housing design and construction. Their target was 
for all new housing to provide minimum access features by 2020. In effect, the 
Livable Housing Design initiative has assumed the Australian housing industry will 
take responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing as an instrument of 
distributive justice. The limited success of previous voluntary programs in Australia 
and other countries serves to question whether the Livable Housing Design 
initiative’s assumption is well-founded. This thesis problematised this assumption.  
It used a process of immanent critique to explore the assumption from the 
perspective of the Australian housing industry. It sought to understand the current 
response of various agents to providing inclusive housing; and then to explore their 
perceptions of responsibility, in particular, for the 2020 target. Within the limits of 
the study, it then offered some news on what might assist the Australian housing 
industry to reach the 2020 target. 
The study situated the Livable Housing Design initiative within a philosophical 
framework for distributive justice and proposed three principles (trusteeship, self-
determination and sense-of-duty), which would underpin the Livable Housing Design 
initiative, and would guide the actions of individual agents towards a voluntary 
response. The principles emerged from the philosophical space in-between the ideals 
of a market-driven approach of a voluntary response and the ideals of inclusion 
aspired to by the 2020 target.  
The study used eleven dwellings within three housing contexts in and around 
Brisbane (South East Queensland, Australia), where developers, designers and 
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builders described a complex picture of competing demands and responsibilities. 
Instead of adhering to the principles, the participants indicated they were more likely 
to assign priority to contractual obligations over the needs of possible future users; 
take the path of least resistance, rather than proceed with objective reasoning; and do 
no more than their roles required, rather than provide inclusive housing voluntarily.  
In order to reach the 2020 target, the participants considered the responsibility 
for inclusive housing was best handed over to a higher authority, who would direct 
them; however, their competing demands and responsibilities called for a complex 
process before this hand-over would be accepted. Taking into account the limitations 
of this study, this thesis argues that the assumption that the Australian housing 
industry will take responsibility for the Livable Housing Design initiative’s 2020 
target is unfounded.  
The study makes a threefold contribution to knowledge: it offers, through the 
process of immanent critique, a viewpoint from agents within the housing industry 
on the barriers and incentives to providing inclusive housing; it proposes a 
theoretical framework for voluntary initiatives for distributive justice outcomes; and 
it provides a shared language for action by both supporters and sceptics of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative to provide inclusive housing.  
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Preface 
My friend, John, once told me he has visited no more than five homes in thirty 
years. He is not a social pariah; he uses a wheelchair. This exclusion points to an 
“architectural apartheid” (Beck, 1996, p. 119), and its common occurrence is more 
than mere chance. The injustice of exclusion and the question of responsibility led 
me to this research. As a friend, I knew this injustice occurs; as a researcher, I 
wanted to understand how this injustice occurs, who is responsible, and what might 
assist individuals within the housing industry to provide housing that includes 
everyone.  
James Heap (1990), in his article on applied ethnomethodology, guides the new 
researcher full of purpose: “Once we decide what we want, as an end, there arises the 
question of how to achieve it, how to act” (p. 40). He has a one-word response to this 
question—“rationally”. He then poses some questions to help new researchers to do 
just this: to proceed rationally to achieve their purpose. I offer my answers to these 
questions, as a preface to this thesis. 
Why one should speak out, and why others should listen? 
I chose to do this study because I believed there was some news to tell. Heap 
(1990) describes news as “when things are not as they appear” (p. 42). I originally 
worked in the housing industry, and as life has it, shared much of my adult life with 
people with mobility impairments. I discovered most housing is inaccessible. The 
established design and construction practices of the housing industry, in which I was 
complicit, contribute to the exclusion of many people. For them, finding a suitable 
place to live is difficult; visiting other people’s homes is usually out of the question.  
In 2010 leaders in the Australian housing industry, community sector and 
government, sought to improve this situation. Through a national agreement on an 
access guideline and plan, called “Livable Housing Design”, they set a target to 
voluntarily provide minimum access features in all new housing by 2020. The 
agreement relies on the assumption that the Australian housing industry will respond; 
however, the limited success of previous voluntary programs in Australia and other 
countries serves to question this assumption, and suggests that things are not as they 
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appear. The news is the outcome of my exploration of this assumption; that is: “What 
is really going on here?”  
Heap (1990) then advises that the relevance of the topic will determine whether 
anyone will listen. Certainly, people excluded from housing will listen; the topic is 
relevant to them. People in the housing industry may listen for a while, but not for 
long. Simply finding out that they have “got it wrong” is unlikely to keep their 
attention. Heap advises that, to keep this critical audience, one must also deliver 
some positive news—providing a way forward. With this in mind, my research 
aimed not only to explore what various agents in the housing industry consider is 
really going on, but also to establish what they consider might assist them to reach 
Livable Housing Design’s 2020 target.  
What is the value of research? 
Heap (1990) challenges the new researcher further by asking: “Why is this 
knowledge worth pursuing and having?” (p. 44). He argues a contribution of 
knowledge can make a difference to people’s lives, if there is some articulated vision 
to which the newly-found knowledge can relate. One can then reflect on reasons why 
an activity should continue or not continue, or whether there is another way? To this 
end, I situated the Livable Housing Design initiative and its 2020 target within a 
framework of distributive justice.  
In doing so, however, the news was sombre; positive news was hard to find. 
Perhaps, a better concept here is one of “realistic hope”; where “optimism and hope 
[is] sustained in the process of honestly delivering bad news” (Hagerty et al., 2005, 
p. 1279). This study, with its newly-found knowledge, offers news of realistic hope; 
it is unlikely to keep the attention of the Australian housing industry; but may be 
useful to those who want to improve the provision of inclusive housing.  
Why is this topic more important than others? 
Heap (1990) then asks: “So what? Why is this topic more important than 
others?” Philosopher Martha Nussbaum (2006b) informs the answer: “We all have 
mortal decaying bodies and are all needy and disabled, in varying ways and to 
varying degrees” (p. 341). With this understanding, we would all benefit by inclusive 
housing in which we can all live together, and participate and contribute with dignity 
and mutual respect.   
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Definition of terms 
Inclusive housing 
The term “inclusive housing” in this thesis refers to housing that is designed to 
be physically accessible to anyone who wishes to participate in everyday domestic 
life in regular neighbourhoods. Inclusive housing has features which would benefit a 
wide range of users, including those without specific disabilities. The term is not 
prescriptive; access needs differ from person to person. There are, however, three 
principles of minimum access, which this thesis adopts. The first is the inclusion of 
basic access features that improves every person's ability to live, participate and 
contribute in domestic and broader community residential-based activities. The 
second is that these minimum features can be provided, in most cases, through good 
design at minimal financial cost. The third is that reasonableness and good sense of 
inclusive housing should lead to its widespread implementation (Maisel, 2006).  
Distributive justice 
Justice is commonly considered as either corrective or distributive. The former 
is concerned with punishment for, and rectification of unjust acts. The latter—and 
the domain of this thesis—is concerned with the “just distribution of the benefits and 
(non-punitive) burdens of social life” (Matravers & Bavister-Gould, 2011, p. 197). 
Debate on what is “just” is typically taken from the viewpoint of what will bring 
greatest future utility. Most utilitarians would say that having equal civil and political 
rights brings about greatest utility, and debate typically focuses on how best to 
achieve this (say, through socialism or liberalism). This thesis comes from this 
viewpoint, and considers distributive justice in the context of a functional liberal 
society. 
People with disability 
The thesis uses the term “people with disability” in deference to the self-
advocacy movement, which prefers to emphasise “people” before their disability 
(People with Disability Australia, 2011). Here, the term encompasses the group of 
people who self-identified in the Survey of Disability, Ageing and Carers conducted 
by the Australian Bureau of Statistics throughout Australia in 2009; that is, people 
who considered that they experienced any ongoing “limitation, restriction or 
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impairment which restricts everyday activities” (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
2010, p. 2). Sixty per cent of this group are people over sixty years of age (p. 7).  
People who need inclusive housing 
The thesis uses the phrase “people who need inclusive housing” to describe 
people with disability and others who include people with disability in their personal 
and domestic lives. These may be family members, friends, neighbours and visitors. 
In this sense, they are people who need housing that is designed to be inclusive of 
everyone.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
The supply of inclusive housing is influenced by three main stakeholders: the 
buyers and what they are willing to buy; the government and its funding and 
regulatory requirements; and the housing industry and its need for viable business 
outcomes. This thesis focuses on the Australian housing industry. It seeks to 
understand the current response by its various agents to the provision of inclusive 
housing, and their perceptions of responsibility with regard to this provision. It 
attempts to “stand in their shoes” and critique what is going on from “inside-out”.  
The thesis focuses on the Livable Housing Design initiative, a 2010 agreement 
among leaders in the Australian housing industry, the community sector and 
government authorities to voluntarily provide inclusive housing through market 
forces. Called the National Dialogue on Universal Housing Design, this group of 
leaders developed a national access guideline (NDUHD, 2010a)
1
 and a strategic plan 
(NDUHD, 2010b) for inclusive housing . The access guideline cites three levels of 
access: Platinum; Gold; and (the minimum) Silver Levels. The key goal of the 
strategic plan is to provide Silver Level access in all new housing by 2020 (See 
Appendix A for a list of signatories to the Livable Housing Design initiative, and 
Appendix B for a description of the Silver Level). 
At the time of the agreement, the Australian Government heralded the Livable 
Housing Design initiative as a step towards the social inclusion of “more than two 
million Australians who are citizens in name, but in reality, they are more like exiles 
in their own country” (Shorten, 2010, final paragraph). The National Disability 
Strategy 2010-2020 (Australian Government, 2011), with many other policy 
documents, cites the Livable Housing Design initiative as a key strategy at all levels 
of government to provide not only “greater choice about where to live, but also more 
social opportunities for visiting friends and family” (p. 32). In effect, the Australian 
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 The Livable Housing Design guideline was updated in 2012. This thesis refers to the original 
guidelines published in 2010. 
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Government has handed to the Australian housing industry the responsibility of 
providing inclusive housing as an instrument of distributive justice
2
.  
Voluntary guidelines for inclusive housing have had limited success in 
changing housing industry practice or buyer-demand in Australia (Karol, 2008) or 
overseas (Imrie, 2003a; Kose, 2003; Nishita, Liebig, Pynoos, Perelman, & Spegal, 
2007; M. Ward, Franz, & Adkins, 2012). Nevertheless, the Livable Housing Design 
initiative assumes individual agents within the housing industry will respond 
voluntarily, and will ultimately take responsibility for reaching the 2020 target. This 
thesis explores this assumption.  
In this chapter: 
 Section 1.1 introduces the topic first by providing the background;  
 Section 1.2 gives some context for the Livable Housing Design initiative 
and this research; 
 Section 1.3 then outlines the aims of research, and argues its significance;  
 Section 1.4 determines its scope; and 
 Section 1.5 provides the structure of the thesis.  
1.1 BACKGROUND 
The last fifty years have seen unprecedented changes in community attitude to, 
and opportunities for, people with disability (Kendrick, 2012). The United Nations’ 
Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities (United Nations, 2007) states 
that people with disability have the right to “full and effective participation and 
inclusion in society” (Article 3), and should “have the opportunity to choose their 
place of residence and where and with whom they live on an equal basis with others” 
(Article 19). The Convention promotes the concept of universal design in the 
development of standards and guidelines for (in this context) housing, in a way that 
requires “the minimum possible adaptation and the least cost to meet the specific 
needs of a person with disabilities” (Article 4). It was formally ratified by the 
Australian Government in 2011.  
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 Defined as the “just distribution of the benefits and (non-punitive) burdens of social life” (Matravers 
& Bavister-Gould, 2011, p. 197) (See p. xv). 
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Significant achievements have been made in the development of non-
discriminatory public spaces and places, world-wide; to this end, a range of strategies 
from cooperative social-policy initiatives to militant individual rights legislation have 
been used (Prideaux & Roulstone, 2009). In Australia, the enactment of the Access 
to Premises Standard (Australian Government, 2010b) has recently set an enviable 
prescriptive benchmark for non-discriminatory public premises
3
.  
Currently, access requirements into and within private spaces in housing are 
not included in the national rights legislation or the Australian Building Code 
(Australian Government, 2010a Section 2.1)
4
. Any advocacy to obtain an equivalent 
right-of-access to residential premises has largely failed. For over a decade the 
national organisation, Australian Network for Universal Housing Design, 
representing many user groups, has called for minimum access requirements in the 
Building Code of Australia for all new and extensively-modified housing (Australian 
Network for Universal Housing Design, 2011). Although unsuccessful in achieving 
this regulatory response, it was instrumental in the development of the 
aforementioned voluntary approach of the Livable Housing Design initiative, and 
was party to the agreement.  
The Livable Housing Design initiative follows various other voluntary 
initiatives. In 1995, Standards Australia, a not-for-profit group charged with the task 
of developing contemporary internationally-aligned standards, developed a 
comprehensive access standard for residential dwellings—AS4299-Adaptable 
Housing (Standards Australia, 1995). Numerous government and industry initiatives 
then encouraged the provision of inclusive housing (Department of Housing, 2001; 
Department of Public Works, 2008; Landcom, 2008; Moore, 2001; Urban Land 
Development Authority, 2011); however, these have had minimal impact on industry 
practice and buyer behaviour (Karol, 2008). The Livable Housing Design initiative, 
however, differs from these government and industry initiatives in two respects: first, 
it has unprecedented support of industry, government and community leaders at a 
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 This includes any premises that the public or a section of the public is entitled or allowed to enter or 
use (Australian Human Rights Commission, 2011) 
4
 The National Construction Code now requires common areas in Class 2 buildings to comply with the 
Access to Premises Standard (See Appendix I).  
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national level; and second, it has committed to a measurable target—that all new 
housing provides Silver Level access by 2020.  
The signatories to the Livable Housing Design strategic plan (NDUHD, 
2010b), however, appear to disagree on who is ultimately responsible for progress 
towards this target. On the one hand, the Australian Government representative 
describes it as an opportunity for the housing industry to increase its market 
(Shorten, 2010). On the other hand, the representative from the Housing Industry 
Association proposes that the responsibility sits with the buyers, claiming: 
“Builders already offer these features to consumers who choose to ask for them, 
and a really important part of the message is to get consumers to ask for them” 
(ABC Radio interview, 2010). A prominent disability advocate takes another view, 
questioning the efficacy of a voluntary approach. He wrote: “I am . . . appalled by 
this wimpish, legally unenforceable cop-out” (Moss, July 23, 2010). These 
discordant opinions are better understood within the broader Australian business, 
social and political contexts in which the Livable Housing Design initiative was 
conceived.  
1.2 CONTEXT 
This section gives an overview of the Australian housing industry, the need and 
demand for inclusive housing, and the Australian Government’s position on the 
provision of inclusive housing. It suggests that there is currently a circular transfer of 
responsibility for the supply of inclusive housing, and the result is that no-one is 
taking responsibility for its provision as an instrument of distributive justice.  
1.2.1 The Australian housing industry 
The Australian housing industry is a complex network of companies, suppliers 
and institutions that provide dwellings, primarily with the aim to maximise profit at 
the point-of-sale. In the main, the industry has handed over the responsibility for the 
long-term planning and sustainability of the built-environment to government 
planners and regulators (Dalton, Chhetri, Corcoran, Groenhart, & Horne, 2011, p. 
24). Most Australian housing is privately-funded and privately-owned, with three-
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quarters of the housing stock in the form of Class 1(a)
5
 or single-family dwellings. 
Class 2 buildings
6
, such as apartments, townhouses and the like, comprise the rest 
(National Housing Supply Council, 2011, p. 10). Small businesses dominate the 
Australian housing industry, and they typically operate locally within one state. They 
are often connected with building material manufacturers, finance intermediaries and 
land developers, forming a complex interdependent network (Dalton, Chhetri, et al., 
2011, p. 39) (See Figure 1.1). These businesses use a high percentage of semi-skilled 
labour, with little professional design input (Dalton, Wakefield, & Horne, 2011; 
Murray, Ramirez-Lovering, & Whibley, 2008, p. 7). Most dwellings are either built 
speculatively for sale at completion, or have the capacity for some changes within a 
set catalogue of designs. Murray, Ramirez-Lovering, and Whibley acknowledge the 
industry has traditionally delivered economical housing this way; however, these 
same practices hamper design innovation, research and development within the 
industry.  
 
Figure 1.1. House-builders’ organisational context (Dalton, Wakefield, et al., 2011, p. 40). 
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 Class 1 buildings are not located above or below another dwelling, or another class of building other 
than a private garage. A single Class 1 dwelling can be made up of more than one building. 
A Class 1(a) building is a single dwelling being either a detached house, or one of a group of two or 
more attached dwellings, each being a building, separated by a fire-resistant wall, including a row-
house, terrace-house, town-house or villa unit. 
6 A Class 2 building is one which includes more than one dwelling, each of which is generally solely 
occupied by one or more people to the exclusion of others. Class 2 buildings can be single-storey 
attached dwellings. Where there is any common space below such dwellings, they are Class 2 
irrespective of whether the space below is a storey or not. Class 2 buildings can be attached to 
buildings of another Class. The attached Class 2 buildings need not be attached to one another, and 
need not be more than a single storey. 
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Around seventy per cent of households in Australia own their own home or are 
in the process of purchasing it. Renters make up twenty-eight per cent with five per 
cent using public or community-housing (AIHW, 2011, p. 5). In the last decade, the 
size of households has decreased and the average size of dwellings has increased, 
leading to an increase in the demand for the number of dwellings required to house 
the population (p. 6). The supply of new housing is considered inadequate (National 
Housing Supply Council, 2011), and this undersupply is expected to lead to changes 
in living patterns, including: adult children living at home longer; more multi-
generational households; and overcrowding, particularly in social and private-rental 
housing (p. 54). The Australian housing industry, at the time of this study, faces 
difficulties with international financial markets affecting the flow of credit generally 
(p. 55). It is also facing difficulties in the production of housing, including: 
increasing complexity of house-design, the coordination and scheduling of 
subcontractors who work for various builders, and a high incidence of defective work 
which requires remediation (Dalton, Wakefield, et al., 2011, pp. 39-47).  
The industry’s inability to meet demand generally, its vulnerability with regard 
to global financial markets, and its decreasing productivity, suggest that it is unlikely 
to give a high priority to a voluntary strategy unless there are significant benefits in 
so doing. The Housing Industry Association rejects the idea of regulation. Its policy-
position is that, while voluntary market-based incentives and improved consumer and 
industry information might increase the buyer-demand, direct government assistance 
will be necessary to provide access features in individual dwellings (Housing 
Industry Association, 2011).  
1.2.2 Need and demand for inclusive housing 
The lack of inclusive housing in Australia is recognised as a major contributor 
to the marginalisation and exclusion of many people with disability and their families 
(Beer & Faulkner, 2009; National People with Disabilities and Carer Council, 2009; 
Saugeres, 2010). The Australian Government acknowledges this in their National 
Disability Strategy 2010-2020 (2011): 
Concerted attention is needed to improve the responsiveness of Australia’s 
policies in areas such as health, education, employment support, housing and 
income support. Australia’s performance in these areas for people with 
 Introduction 7 
disability continues to lag well behind achievements for the rest of the 
population. (p. 16) 
It explains how poor housing design creates barriers to inclusion and participation: 
There is evidence that people with disability experience substantial barriers 
in finding a place to live, especially in the private market. Barriers are often 
presented by designs which do not allow the building structure of the home 
to change without significant expense, to meet the needs of a person who is 
ageing or who has a disability. (p. 32) 
Australia has nearly one-in-five people living with a disability, with nine-out-
of-ten people in this group having a specific limitation or restriction (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, 2010). This prevalence of disability in the population is similar 
to that of the United States of America (US Census Bureau, 2008). The similarity is 
useful when considering the comprehensive studies (Smith, Rayer, & Smith, 2008; 
Smith, Rayer, Smith, Wang, & Zeng, 2012) which estimate that, in the United States 
(US), there is a 60% probability that a newly-constructed single-family dwelling will 
house at least one resident with a long-term physical limitation during its lifespan. 
When similarly disabled visitors are taken into account, the probability rises to 91%. 
Given, as previously mentioned, that the prevalence of disability in Australia’s 
population is similar to its prevalence in the US, it is probable that Australian 
statistics in this regard would also be similar. These statistics, however, do not 
translate into an equivalent demand for inclusive housing at the point-of-sale of new 
construction. 
Studies by the Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute identify some 
reasons for this lack of demand. The study by Judd, Olsberg, Quinn, and Demirbilek 
(2010) suggests that older people should be potential buyers of inclusive housing, 
given their high incidence of home-ownership; however, most wish to remain in their 
existing housing and communities for as long as possible. As the design of most 
housing does not cater for the ageing process, investment in modifications is the 
preferred solution over buying a new dwelling. Beer and Faulkner’s (2009) study 
into the housing careers of Australians identifies that another potential buyer group, 
families of younger people with disability, typically move house less frequently than 
other families. Once these families obtain appropriately-designed housing, with 
access to suitable transport, employment, and support services, they prefer to “stay 
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put”. Another group, investors in private rental housing, generally do not consider 
people with disability as preferred tenants nor are they willing to pay extra for the 
changes necessary to provide accessibility (Beer & Faulkner, 2009; Jones, de Jonge, 
& Phillips, 2008).  
A recent study of the aspirations of imminent retirees, or “baby-boomers”, 
indicates they want to stay in the community, live well and for a long time (Ozanne, 
2009). The work of Beer and Faulkner (2009) suggests that this group consider their 
housing more as an investment rather than a stable family base; thus, they are likely 
to be more mobile than the previous generation, changing their housing a number of 
times after they retire. They, however, are not showing signs of planning for the 
realities of old age, illness or disability; caring for an ageing or ill partner; or for the 
costs of home modifications that may be necessary (Spanbroek & Karol, 2006). The 
group most likely to be the early adopters of inclusive housing are middle-aged 
women who realise they may be living alone and unsupported when they age (Beer 
& Faulkner, 2009). 
The study by Crabtree and Hes (2009) of potential buyers of sustainable 
housing in Victoria and New South Wales found that they prefer not to be sold 
sustainable features as something special or different. While buyers accept energy-
sustainable features, for example, they want these added features to be included 
unobtrusively and without fuss, as normal inclusions. This behaviour suggests that 
buyers may react similarly with respect to the inclusion of access features in housing. 
Crabtree and Hes conclude that individual buyers baulk at taking responsibility for 
the common good, particularly if there is no immediate and personal benefit.  
There is also a question regarding how the Australian housing industry 
responds to this small demand. Thomas (2004), in her study of people with disability 
as home-buyers in the United Kingdom, observes that the task is unduly difficult. 
Sales-rooms and display homes are often inaccessible, and salespersons are not 
adequately informed. Bringolf’s (2011b) Australian study identifies a similar pattern: 
A common theme for homeowners was problems interacting with house 
building personnel, both administrative and construction staff. Even if 
builders agree to accommodate special requests there is no guarantee they 
will be carried out. . . . Covert discrimination was evident throughout the 
homeowner experiences where greater access was requested. (p. 266) 
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The main concern for the Australian housing industry has been the cost of 
access features. This is a vexed issue, as the cost of including the Silver Level 
features is found to be nominal, and to decrease in relation to the overall cost of the 
dwelling (Hill, 1999; Victorian Government, 2010). The cost of changing established 
practices is more significant than expected, however, and appears to be the key 
barrier for the Australian housing industry. The Housing Industry Association 
(2010), for example, identified “the need for new and amended home designs, 
especially to accommodate a larger toilet area and ramps”, and “increased costs of 
supervision to ensure dwellings are built as designed” (p. 15). 
In summary, those people who need inclusive housing are not the main buyers 
of new housing. Buyers of new housing are unlikely to request or want to pay extra 
for access features that they do not envisage they will need. Those few people who 
need inclusive housing and also wish to buy it face a reluctant or indifferent housing 
industry. Karol (2008) encapsulates this dilemma of demand, supply and need of 
inclusive housing in her Western Australia study: “There are no signs that the 
market-place is demanding universal design in the home to meet the needs of home 
occupants over successive generations” (p. 83). 
1.2.3 Government policy and advice 
In any policy decision, governments are usually faced with a range of options 
situated between two opposing positions: one which is against government 
intervention as a matter of principle; and the other which seeks government 
intervention to secure social outcomes not possible through market-forces (Goodin, 
1995). The dilemma for governments is when to allow for market-forces to lead the 
way, and when to intervene. The Productivity Commission (2004), which advises the 
Australian Government on economic, social and environmental issues, describes this 
dilemma with regard to the access needs of people with disability:  
Governments sometimes intervene in the market for the social purpose of 
ensuring certain minimum standards of accommodation (including access to 
buildings) for all. It is most unlikely that certain building qualities, such as 
access for people with disabilities, would be delivered widely in the absence 
of government intervention. (p. xxiii) 
The report warns that intervention often causes a reductionist response, and that 
training, subsidies and tax incentives can sometimes produce better results. At the 
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same time, the report is realistic about the limitations of voluntariness within the 
industry, given the difficulties with educating the housing industry, and the 
complexity that comes with financial incentives: 
Information programs may not reach everyone; some individuals may be 
unable to absorb or act on information provided; and a significant number 
“do not know what they don’t know”. In addition, some benefits are not 
easily subsidised, some costs are not easily taxed and at times governments 
have other reasons for not choosing these “fiscal” instruments. (p. xxiv) 
The report acknowledges that market-driven building-practices have 
consequences for the broader community, and that these require some government 
intervention. It recognises that, particularly in the housing market, relying solely on 
demand is problematic. Home-buyers are typically inexperienced and ill-informed 
about the building process, and their requests are unpredictable (pp. 30-31). Bringolf 
(2011b, p. 297) goes further to suggest that the Australian housing industry, 
particularly volume builders, actively discourage individual buyer requests, 
particularly if they require changes to formulaic and profitable building-practices.  
Advice to the Australian Government on how they should respond to the future 
housing needs of older people and people with disability varies. The Disability 
Investment Group (2009, p. 9), established by the Australian Government to explore 
practical ways to resource the disability sector, recommends regulation for minimum 
access features in all new housing. This is not a new idea: similar advice was given 
to the South Australian Government in 1978 (Committee on Rights of Persons with 
Handicaps, 1978); the Queensland Government in 2005 (Office of the Public 
Advocate, 2005); and the Victorian Government in 2010 (Victorian Government, 
2010).  
In contrast, Australia’s Productivity Commission (2011a), when considering 
older people, supports a voluntary approach. They give three reasons: first, the cost 
of a regulatory framework outweighs the benefits, and retrofitting mainstream 
housing is more cost-effective; second, the industry already has committed to a 
voluntary approach through the Livable Housing Design initiative; and third, age-
specific environments, such as retirement villages, and social-housing programs are 
already providing housing with access features (pp. 278-282). The Productivity 
Commission’s report on disability care and support (2011b, p. 213) also relies on the 
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anticipated success of the Livable Housing Design initiative to meet the need for 
inclusive housing. The Australian Government’s National Disability Strategy 2010-
2020 (2011, p. 34) and State of Australian Cities 2012 report (Major Cities Unit, 
2012, p. 223), together with the Queensland Government’s action plan on disability 
(2011, p. 16) and the South Australian strategy for housing (2011, p. 28) have all 
followed suit, citing the Livable Housing Design initiative as the key strategy to 
increase the supply of inclusive housing.  
1.2.4 Advocacy by people who need inclusive housing 
The enactment of the Australian Disability Discrimination Act 1992, the 
Australian Government’s ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Rights 
of People with Disabilities and its development of the National Disability Strategy 
2010-2020 (Australian Government, 2011) are more the result of concerted advocacy 
to safeguard the rights of people with disability against a largely indifferent society, 
than the outcomes of like-minded people working cooperatively towards distributive 
justice for all (Civil Society Project Group, 2012; National People with Disabilities 
and Carer Council, 2009). With regard to the built-environment, Bringolf (2011b) 
sums up this indifference in the words of the Australian Institute of Building 
Surveyors: “If you don’t have to, why bother?” (as cited in Bringolf, 2011b, p. 233). 
The advocates are aware of the indifference within the housing industry, and have 
unsuccessfully called for regulation (Australian Network for Universal Housing 
Design, 2011; Queensland Action for Universal Housing Design, 2010; Victorian 
Universal Housing Alliance, 2012). 
In summary, the Australian housing industry’s position is to rely on buyer-
demand, and to expect incentives and direct subsidies to provide inclusive housing. 
The buyers of new housing are not demanding inclusive housing. Those people who 
do need inclusive housing are not typically the buyers of newly-constructed housing, 
and their advocates are calling unsuccessfully to governments to regulate housing-
industry practice. The Australian Government has received a wide range of advice, 
from intervention by regulation to reliance on market-demand, with a middle 
position of “regulation with caution” (understanding that training, subsidies and tax 
incentives may produce better results). At this point, the Australian Government is 
relying on the Australian housing industry to take responsibility. Simply put, there is 
a circular transfer of responsibility; government, housing providers, the buying-
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market and advocates all identify that the provision of inclusive housing is someone 
else’s task (See Figure 1.2).  
 
Figure 1.2. Circular transfer of responsibility. 
This is why the Livable Housing Design initiative is extraordinary. In theory, 
the circular transfer has stopped; the housing industry leaders have assumed 
responsibility not only for the voluntary provision of inclusive housing, but also to 
reach the 2020 target of minimum access features provided in all new housing.  
1.3 AIMS AND SIGNIFICANCE 
For the Livable Housing Design initiative to reach this target, the signatories of 
the Livable Housing Design initiative assume that individual agents within the 
housing industry will also take responsibility. The thesis explores this assumption. 
To this end, the thesis specifically asks: What is the current response by various 
agents in the Australian housing industry to providing inclusive housing, and how 
do they perceive their responsibility in providing it as an instrument of distributive 
justice? 
In addressing this question, the research within this thesis specifically aims to: 
 Understand the current response by various agents to providing 
inclusive housing voluntarily, in particular, to the Silver Level of 
access targeted by the Livable Housing Design initiative; and  
 Explore how various agents perceive their responsibility in providing 
inclusive housing, in particular, in reaching the Livable Housing 
Design 2020 target.  
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The point of departure for this study is the problematising of the assumption. 
The study takes the perspective of the people about whom the assumption is made—
the various agents in the Australian housing industry. It critiques the assumption 
from the perspective of the housing industry; that is, from “inside-out”. In so doing, 
the thesis hopes to provide a better understanding of this assumption and of the 
factors which might assist the Livable Housing Design initiative to reach its 2020 
target.  
1.4 SCOPE 
The study is based in South East Queensland, Australia, within three housing 
contexts; that is, social-housing, housing provided in (the former) Queensland 
Government Urban Land Development Authority (ULDA) developments, and 
private housing. This qualitative study is limited to eleven dwellings, and the various 
agents who were involved in their production. The study uses the Silver Level of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative as a benchmark for a voluntary code (See 
Appendix B.)  
1.5 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has provided the background and context of the study, and 
outlined its purpose, significance and scope. The structure of this thesis is as follows: 
Chapter Two proposes a philosophical framework within which the Livable 
Housing Design initiative most comfortably sits, with three principles to guide it: 
trusteeship; self-determination; and sense-of-duty.  
Chapter Three then explores the concepts of agency, voluntariness and 
responsibility, which underpin the three principles; then, it considers responsibility as 
it relates to the idea of distributive justice.  
Chapter Four outlines the study’s methodological approach; its processes for 
the selection, collection and analysis of the data; and discusses its validity, ethical 
implications and limitations.  
Chapters Five, Six and Seven describe the research findings. Chapter Five 
describes the current response to the provision of inclusive housing.  
Chapter Six describes the current response to the Silver Level.  
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Chapter Seven describes how the research participants perceived their 
responsibility for providing inclusive housing, in particular, in reaching the 2020 
target.  
Chapter Eight discusses these findings in three ways. First, it considers 
whether the current response and perceptions of responsibility by the research 
participants contradict the principles of trusteeship, self-determination and sense-of-
duty, and if so, what the problem might be, and what factors might assist them to 
provide inclusive housing. Second, it suggests a process to reach the Livable 
Housing Design 2020 target, based on these findings. Third, it determines the 
contribution to knowledge this research makes.  
Chapter Nine summarises the thesis and proffers what its “news” might mean 
to others, including governments and people who need inclusive housing. It 
concludes by recommending further research that would benefit this area of study. 
The thesis now steps back from the Australian context and the background to 
the Livable Housing Design initiative to explore the idea of the voluntary provision 
of inclusive housing as an instrument of distributive justice. It considers the idea of 
distributive justice from two philosophical positions: first, from Rawls’s (1971, 
1993) cooperative contract theory underpinning the voluntary provision through 
market-forces; and second, from Nussbaum’s (2000, 2006a) capabilities approach 
underpinning the idea of inclusive housing (and its 2020 target) as an instrument of 
distributive justice. This chapter proposes that there is a “space in-between” the two, 
in which the Livable Housing Design initiative most comfortably sits. Three 
principles emerge which guide the initiative: trusteeship, or acting in trust for those 
not represented; self-determination, or proceeding with objective reasoning ahead of 
any ideologically-driven intervention; and sense-of-duty, or to do what is right 
voluntarily.  
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Chapter 2: Distributive justice, disability 
and inclusive housing 
In most societies, people with disability continue to struggle to be included and 
to have their basic human rights met (Hahn, 1986; Harpur, 2012; Shakespeare, 2006, 
p. 44; Wolfensberger, 2011b). The distributive justice theorists in the Western liberal 
tradition have traditionally neglected people with disability (Gleeson, 1999a; 
Nussbaum, 2006a, pp. 1-8); as a consequence, there is ongoing debate about the best 
approach to the design of the built-environment towards full participation and 
inclusion (Imrie, 2011; Lid, 2012). The Livable Housing Design initiative is a 
voluntary market-driven approach aiming to address an issue of distributive injustice.  
This chapter finds a philosophical space where this initiative most comfortably 
sits and concludes by suggesting three principles which guide it. The structure is as 
follows: 
 Section 2.1 considers contract theory using Rawls’s (1971, 1993) 
philosophical theory of justice as fairness within the liberal tradition and 
how it relates to people with disability, and inclusive housing. Here, “what 
is fair” is sought through social contracts within the free-market 
environment.  
 Section 2.2 then explores Nussbaum’s (2006a) capabilities approach, a 
theory of justice, again within a liberal tradition, which suggests 
antecedent entitlements are necessary to safeguard those who are 
vulnerable. Contrary to Rawls’s (1971, 1993) theory, Nussbaum agues the 
free-market environment is unable to respond adequately to the particular 
needs of people with disability; thus, in this context, is unable to provide 
inclusive housing as an instrument of distributive justice.  
 Section 2.3 concludes by exploring the philosophical “space in-between” 
these two theories where a market-driven response meets with antecedent 
rights, and where, this thesis proposes, the Livable Housing Design 
initiative most comfortably sits (See Figure 2.1). Three principles emerge 
from this “space in-between” to guide the Livable Housing Design 
initiative: trusteeship; self-determination; and sense-of-duty.  
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Figure 2.1. “Space in-between”. 
2.1 A JUST SOCIETY: CONTRACT THEORY 
The theory of distributive justice, or contract theory, as outlined by Rawls 
(1971, pp. 3-53) is considered by many to be a major influence in Western thinking 
on what is a just society (Freeman, 2007, p. 457). The theory emerges from a 
tradition of liberal and social contract theorists, including Locke (1988), Mill (1863), 
Rousseau (1947) and Kant (1991). Rawls’s theory begins with the position that 
rational agents can reach some measure of voluntary agreement on what is fair, 
particularly where the fundamental social needs of coordination, efficiency and 
stability are reasonably stable. Although not the prevailing conditions in many 
countries, it is reasonable to consider that this is so in Australia. Rawls offers three 
ideas. The first, the Original Position, seeks equity among rational agents through 
negotiation of fundamental rights and duties. The second, the Veil of Ignorance, 
avoids consideration of natural or social advantage in developing social contracts. 
The third, the Difference Principle, accepts inequalities of wealth or authority as just 
if they are open to all and result in compensating benefits for everyone; and, in 
particular, for the least advantaged members of society (Rawls, 1971, p. 15).  
Rawls’s (1971) concept of the Original Position has voluntary agreements on 
what is fair made behind a Veil of Ignorance where “no-one knows his place in 
society, his class position or social status” (p. 12). The intention is to avoid making 
agreements that benefit people with a social or natural advantage, or those who have 
an emotional attachment to the agreement. Rawls’s idea of justice as fairness 
acknowledges that the participants in any agreement-seeking process are naturally 
concerned to further their own interests in any initial position of equality, and that 
this will define the fundamental terms of their association. This does not imply an 
unbridled disregard for others. Rawls argues that it is reasonable that people would 
not accept less for the common benefit of all; rather, in their interest in furthering the 
common good, they have the opportunity to also maximise their own advantage. 
Rawls explains: “There is no injustice in the greater benefits earned by a few 
provided that the situation of persons not so fortunate is thereby improved” (p. 15). 
Within this theory of justice as fairness, ideally, everyone would benefit. Therefore, 
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with the assignment of basic human rights and duties, social and economic 
inequalities can be considered as just only if all are benefitted.  
Rawls’s (1971) notion of the Veil of Ignorance relies on the concept that 
participants are “free and rational” (p. 11) and can play a full and active role as 
citizens throughout their lives, thus making them equal in their capacity for decision-
making and cooperation. There are, however, some people who cannot participate 
fully, such as people with disability; and for those, Rawls makes an exception. 
Contingencies are to be made which may require a postponed adjustment of the 
original social contract (Rawls, 1993, p. 20). Using his Veil of Ignorance, Rawls 
(1971) avoids making antecedent assumptions about what is conceived to be good, as 
long as they are rational, long-term plans. Rawls does not presume egoistic and 
selfish behaviour; however, he does anticipate that people would advance their 
personal interests towards mutual advantage. The intention of the Veil of Ignorance 
is to nurture an objective and mutual disinterest; that is, to avoid personal sentiment 
that may subjectively favour the advancement of someone’s interests over the 
interests of others (p. 129).  
Rawls’s (1971, pp. 75-78) Difference Principle allows people to do better in 
society than others only if the expectations of the most disadvantaged are also 
improved. The measure of “well-off” and “not-so-well-off” is required to be tangible, 
linear and measurable, and applies only to main public policies that regulate social 
and economic inequalities, so that comparisons can be made, and principles of justice 
remain reliable. To manage inequalities within this principle, Rawls proposes an 
adjustment of the established system of entitlements and earnings, and of the 
everyday standards and expectations which this system employs (Rawls, 1993, pp. 
282-283). Rawls concedes that, even with a commitment to this principle, the natural 
tension of self-interested social transactions seeking mutual advantage will 
eventually undermine the background-agreed rights and duties, and continual 
adjustments will need to be made.  
2.1.1 Contract theory and people with disability 
So what does contract theory mean for people with disability? Although 
Rawls’s theory of justice as fairness is one of the most enduring in the debates on 
democracy in Western societies, there are limitations in its response to people with 
temporary or permanent disability (Rawls, 1993, p. 20). The ideas of postponed 
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adjustment within the Original Position, mutual advantage and disinterest within the 
Veil of Ignorance, and the linear concept of well-being within the Difference 
Principle raise questions about Rawls’s assumptions about people with disability 
which underlie his theory.  
Postponed adjustment 
Rawls (1993) concedes that, for the theoretical process of social contracts to 
work, the participants must be “fully cooperating members of society over a 
complete life” (p. 20). Rawls proposes that, once an agreement of what is fair and 
just is negotiated, the needs of those who do not have the capacity to participate in 
the process are postponed until the basic political principles are settled. This does not 
mean they are forgotten; rather, there is a back-and-forth process of adjustment. 
Rawls explains: “I set aside for the time being these temporary disabilities and also 
permanent disabilities or mental disorders so severe as to prevent people from being 
cooperating members of society in the usual sense” (p. 20). 
Nussbaum (2006a) questions the assumption that basic political principles of 
justice can be designed without taking into account people who are considered 
unusual. Although Rawls is not explicit on this subject, Nussbaum suggests his 
thinking stems from the following assumptions: the statistical prevalence of these 
people is low, the cost of enabling this small cohort to function as normal would be 
prohibitive, and such adjustments would not be considered mutually advantageous in 
the economic sense (p. 116). Nussbaum raises the social construction argument, also 
raised by Oliver (1990) that contends that if people with disability were considered in 
the first place, there would be no such costs of adjustment. Even if the unusual costs 
of inclusion are factored into what is considered normal and reasonable, Nussbaum 
suggests Rawls would have argued that, regardless, there will always be an exception 
that needs to be considered separately (p. 118).  
Nevertheless, the postponed adjustment for people with disability risks their 
having a sense of otherness from those originally included. Rawls concedes the limits 
of his theory of justice in this sense: “While we would like eventually to answer all 
these questions, I very much doubt whether that is possible within the scope of 
justice as fairness as a political conception” (Rawls, 1993, p. 21).  
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Mutual advantage and mutual disinterest  
Rawls (1971) proposes that free and equal people in the world would 
cooperate with others on terms that everyone can accept, for mutual advantage. Each 
person benefits along with the other. As noted earlier, Rawls (1971, p. 129) also calls 
for mutual disinterest using the Veil of Ignorance to ensure the agreed principles of 
justice do not depend upon strong sentiments, which would favour one person over 
another, and which he considers to be ultimately inconsistent and unreliable. This 
does not mean that people do not perform benevolent acts. He distinguishes between 
an emotionally-driven benevolent act or an act beyond the call-of-duty (p. 438) from 
a rational beneficent act which intends to advance another’s good, and which one 
may choose or not choose to do, without obligation or concern. Benevolent tasks 
such as freely caring for vulnerable, sick, old or disabled people are acknowledged 
but not included in the objective contractual process of working out what is fair 
(Rawls, 1993, p. 53).  
Nussbaum (2006a) argues that when people with disability and those who 
freely care for them are omitted from this initial equation, their advantage is not 
initially included, and what is owed to them as people is not answered (pp. 119-120). 
Nussbaum also argues that, with the sense of otherness caused by postponed 
adjustment, Rawls’s (1971, p. 129) concept of mutual advantage and mutual 
disinterest precludes the full inclusion of people with disability: 
The benevolence that full inclusion of people with impairments requires is 
extensive and deep, requiring the willingness to sacrifice not only one’s 
advantage, but also the advantage of the group. It means cooperating with 
people with whom it is both possible and advantageous not to cooperate at 
all. (p. 122) 
This raises an allied issue within Rawls’s theory—the public-private realm of family. 
Rawls’s notion of family is hierarchical, private and natural; it is not amenable to 
rational cooperation among members and, therefore, not included in the public 
contract process (Rawls, 1971, p. 128). This signals a possible reason why an 
antecedent right of access to private spaces is not included in Australian anti-
discrimination legislation (Australian Government, 2010a).  
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Linear measure of well-being 
To enable his Difference Principle, Rawls (1993) proposes a straightforward 
linear process to identify and compare the well-being of people. A concept that is 
simple and measurable, and objective and reliable, ensures that the underlying agreed 
principles of justice remain reliable. In this sense, the least well-off can be 
compensated fairly and reliably to “balance the familiar everyday standards and 
precepts which [a] system employs” (p. 283). Monetary or legislative entitlements 
best compensate for inequities experienced by the least well-off.  
Nussbaum (2006a) acknowledges that if this process were to include people 
with disability, the difference in physical and cognitive capacity would make it 
difficult to calculate who is well-off and who is not. The social goods of, say, 
mobility and inclusion are simply too hard to measure and difficult to compensate (p. 
113). For example, Person “A” may have the capacity to earn more income than 
Person “B”, but cannot fully use his capacities because the urban environment is 
inaccessible. Person “B”, on the other hand, can freely go to work because he has full 
mobility. Nussbaum argues that, “If the measures are plural and heterogeneous, then 
it would be unclear who is well-off, and the whole argument for the Difference 
Principle would be thrown into jeopardy” (p. 114). The theory’s avoidance of the 
heterogeneous nature of well-being avoids the multiplicity of people’s lives and, 
therefore, is unlikely to respond adequately to inequities within them.  
In short, Nussbaum (2006a, pp. 96-145) suggests that Rawls’s (1971, pp. 3-53) 
theory of fairness falls short when it comes to people with disability. The strategy of 
postponed adjustment risks a sense of otherness for those not included in the original 
contract process. The objectivity gained through mutual advantage and mutual 
disinterest does not address the complexity and reciprocity of people’s interactions 
and connections. Finally, the linear measure of well-being fails to address the 
multiplicity of people’s lives and how best to address inequities. Thus, Nussbaum 
offers an alternative theory which embraces the heterogeneity of people and their 
variations in need over time. She suggests a political doctrine of basic entitlements 
for everyone. Before considering this alternative idea, the chapter now further 
explores the three core challenges Rawls’s theory faces with regard to people with 
disability and inclusive housing: risk of otherness; individual responsibility for 
integration; and limits of compensatory strategies. 
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2.1.2 Contract theory and inclusive housing 
Risk of otherness 
Disability and geography scholars have brought to attention how the built-
environment responds to people with disability (Gleeson, 1999b; Hahn, 1986; Imrie, 
1996; Oliver, 1990). Since industrialisation, Western societies have systematically 
marginalised people considered to be economically unproductive, including people 
with disability. The separation of home from work, the need to travel from one to the 
other and the division of labour according to capacity were all factors that caused 
slower or weaker workers to be devalued and left behind. Gleeson (1999a) reflects 
how people with disability became handicapped by “the devaluing logic of the law of 
value and competitive commodity relations” (p. 108). As a result, industrialised 
urban environments have become increasingly unwelcoming to people with 
disability, and home and work are increasingly distanced.  
The exclusion of people with disability from work and other valued activities 
in society, and their resultant poverty, leads to inability to acquire housing—in 
particular, inclusive housing—and a housing market that is reluctant to provide it 
(Oliver, 1990, pp. 12-14; Wolfensberger, 2000). This separatist logic ultimately leads 
to a postponed adjustment of workplace for “unproductive” people by providing 
separate facilities of labour.  
Originally, these facilities were work-houses, hospitals and asylums; more 
recently, they are congregated residential facilities, day centres and sheltered 
workshops. Wolfensberger (1975) argues that post-industrial societies went further 
by casting some people with disability as active negative influences on others, as 
illustrated in the writings of a leading politician of the day: 
While there are many anti-social forces, I believe none demands more 
earnest thought, more immediate action than [people with intellectual 
disability]. Feeble-mindedness produces more pauperism, degeneracy and 
crime than any other force. It touches every form of charitable activity. It is 
felt in every part of our land. It affects in some way all our people. Its cost is 
beyond our comprehension. (Butler, 1907, p. 10  as cited in Wolfensberger, 
1975, p. 34).  
This attitude justified the active sequestering of many people with disability out of 
family and community life, for the supposedly worthy reasons—charity, civic duty, 
public welfare and the protection of “normal” society (p. 19). Wolfensberger (1998, 
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2011a) argues that the cumulative effect of separateness, which leads to the 
devaluation, rejection and marginalisation of people is profound and has a spiralling 
effect. Others’ perceptions of devalued people affect their treatment of them, and this 
treatment is commonly neglectful and abusive. This, in turn, affects how devalued 
people perceive themselves. This socio-political devaluation of “unusual” people 
within post-industrial societies perhaps justifies Rawls’s rationale of postponed 
adjustment.  
Gleeson (1999a) offers another viewpoint on the systemic marginalisation of 
people with disability through the built-environment. He suggests that the 
culmination of hundreds of thoughtless design decisions produces an inaccessible 
built-environment by default; for example, broken footpaths, small steps, gutters and 
kerbs work together to exclude people with disability. Why this is so remains open 
for debate; however, Leder’s (1990, pp. 68-77) study into the human perception of 
space and time offers one explanation for this thoughtlessness. Leder suggests that 
people are typically unaware of how their bodies function in an environment on a 
day-to-day basis, until that environment no longer works for them personally, by 
causing limited movement, dysfunction or pain. It is only then that their attention is 
seized, interrupting their train of thought to deal with the immediate environment. 
Even then, it takes continuous pain, dysfunction or limitation for there to be a 
“hermeneutical moment” (p. 77), at which time people seek an explanation and an 
alternative solution. A building that works well rarely leads to the hermeneutics of an 
ongoing negative experience. In this sense, a truly inclusive environment would go 
unnoticed, and an inaccessible environment is noticed only by those who are 
continually hurt, limited or put at risk.  
This learning through ongoing pain and dysfunction offers a reasonable 
explanation of why people with long-term disability have been the traditional 
advocates for access to the built-environment. It also explains why others, who 
intellectualise people’s use of space and the effect of space on people, have ongoing 
difficulty maintaining empathy for people who are excluded (Afacan & Erbug, 2009; 
Sherman, 2012). Both Oliver (1990) and Hahn (1986) suggest that education and 
awareness strategies have limited success on their own, and that legislative 
intervention best overcomes this systemic and inherent “thoughtlessness”. This 
disparity in understanding and empathy explains something—but not everything—
about the lack of interest by the housing industry in inclusive housing.  
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Some urban environments appear to consider the needs of people with 
disability, yet fail to do so in practice (Malloy, 2011). Spacious entries, wide 
driveways, spacious shopping malls, and generous streetscapes are often provided as 
desirable architectural features; however, they are not designed for the intentional 
inclusion of people with disability. The features may be suitable for some people 
with disability, in some situations, some of the time. Malloy warns that these features 
are the “crumbs under the table” for those seeking inclusion and, because these urban 
environments are designed for other purposes, they continue to exclude some people.  
In summary, the historical, social and psychological influences of otherness 
inevitably lead to design practices which consciously or subconsciously exclude 
people with disability. Rawls’s concept of postponed adjustment (Rawls, 1993, p. 20) 
actively addresses any disadvantage through compensation or legislative safeguards. 
Individual responsibility for integration 
Rawls’s (1971) concept of the Veil of Ignorance (p. 129) aims for objective 
cooperative agreements where everyone benefits through mutual advantage and 
mutual indifference. Ties of sentiment and affection, which may weigh in favour of 
advancing someone’s interests over others’ interests, are avoided.  
In her study of the difference between integration and inclusion in educational 
settings, Northway (1997) identifies how the idea of mutual advantage and mutual 
indifference engenders a sense of self-sufficent integration rather than inclusion: the 
problem of access is the responsibility of the individual rather than the responsibility 
of society. In this sense, people with disability seek a physical presence in society as 
best they can within an indifferent mainstream environment.  
The dilemma here for people with disability is that they must individually seek 
out suitable housing within the mainstream supply. Notwithstanding the current 
assistance through special housing and home-modification programs, most people 
with disability must rely on what is available in the private-market. The housing 
industry is not responding to people who need inclusive housing, as earlier indicated, 
because they have a supply-and-demand dilemma. Their focus is on the point of sale 
rather than on the needs of people who might live in the housing twenty, thirty years 
hence. Imrie (2006, pp. 45-67) in Britain, Nishita et al. (2007) in the United States of 
America and Karol (2008) in Australia suggest that the small demand for inclusive 
housing at the point-of-sale leads to the assumption by builders that there is no need 
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for it at all. There is, therefore, a reluctance to change established building practices, 
and a fear a loss of profit if inclusive housing is provided. A contributor to the United 
States based planning commissioners’ website, PlannersWeb, succinctly describes 
the housing industry’s dilemma: 
For all of the people who may appear in wheelchairs at public hearings in 
support of such measures, hardly any are actually showing up on the sales 
floor . . . Our experience with homes that we have been required to build 
with accessibility improvements has been that these homes are left as the last 
to sell in the project, and are ultimately sold at discount to purchasers who 
do not want the enhancements. (Lemmon, 2007, Paragraphs 6-7) 
As previously noted in the introductory chapter, those people who need 
inclusive housing are unlikely to be the buyers of newly-constructed housing, and 
buyers of new housing are unlikely to request or want to pay extra for access features 
that they do not envisage they will need. The responsibility for the provision of 
inclusive housing, therefore, lies with individuals who need it, as independent, self-
sufficient entities. Their task is awesome: before they can obtain inclusive housing, 
they must first confront a housing industry who considers them as “other” or that 
they do not exist at all.  
Limits of compensatory strategies 
To enable his Difference Principle, Rawls (1993, p. 283) uses the idea of 
compensation (by way of monetary or legislative entitlements) to balance the well-
off with the least well-off. As noted earlier, this concept is simple, measurable, 
objective and reliable; thus the principles of justice are also reliable. In reference to 
this idea, Golledge (1991) suggests that there are limits within which compensation 
for the built-environment can be expected to be made. Although designers of urban 
environments can and do respond to individual needs, and are continually improving 
their responses, the difference between the “unusual” and the “norm” is inherent and 
unavoidable, and requires conscious individual adjustment by both the person with 
disability and the designer. While individual dwellings can be modified and adapted, 
it is impossible to ensure that the whole built-environment is accessible to everyone. 
Rawls (1971) would agree:  
Undeserved inequalities call for redress; and since inequalities of birth and 
natural endowment are undeserved, these inequalities are to be somehow 
compensated for. Thus the principle holds that in order to treat all persons 
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equally, to provide genuine equality of opportunity, society must give more 
attention to those with fewer native assets and to those born into the less 
favourable social positions. (p. 100) 
Rawls, however, then qualifies this idea: 
The principle of redress has not to my knowledge been proposed as the sole 
criterion of justice, as the single aim of the social order . . . we are to weigh 
it against the principle to improve the average standard of life, or to advance 
the common good. (p. 101) 
Leading disability-rights scholars, such as Oliver (1990) and Hahn (1986), would not 
agree. Rather, they support Nussbaum’s (2006a) challenge of an alternative social 
constructionist explanation: that “[The] relative lack of productivity [of people with 
disability] under current conditions is not ‘natural’; it is the product of discriminatory 
social arrangements” (p. 113). This raises the issue of responsibility and distributive 
justice—the focus of this thesis—and where the responsibility for the provision of 
inclusive housing ultimately lies.  
So far, this chapter has explored Rawls’s (1971) theory for justice as fairness 
because of its standing as a theoretical framework of justice within liberal, free-
market societies (Freeman, 2007, p. 457). It is a theory only, and its limitations in 
responding to people with disability are also theoretical. Nevertheless, the literature 
reveals how the realities for people with disability in Western societies reflect these 
limitations (See Figure. 2.2). 
 
Figure. 2.2. Rawls’s (1971) theory of justice and related literature themes. 
Within Rawls’s (1971) theory of justice as contract theory, the needs of people 
with significant disability are not typically considered as part of mainstream 
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has been agreed to through a series of social contracts to be fair for most people; the 
risk is a systemic sense of otherness for those who are considered different. The 
processes of mutual advantage and mutual indifference intentionally do not embrace 
the subjective complexity and interdependence of people with disability and those 
who care about their presence in society; integration is an individual responsibility. 
The adjustments through measurable compensatory measures may be objective, 
fungible and fair, yet are unlikely to respond to or address this subjective complexity 
and interdependence.  
As noted earlier, Nussbaum (2006a) offers an alternative approach to justice as 
fairness within a liberal society. The next section now considers this alternative 
approach and what it means for people with disability and the provision of inclusive 
housing. 
2.2 A JUST SOCIETY: CAPABILITIES APPROACH  
Nussbaum’s (2006a, pp. 6-7) capabilities approach comes from a similar 
legacy of liberalism, and also seeks a just society. Nussbaum extends the work of 
Sen (1993) who describes the capability approach as being concerned with “a 
person's advantage . . . in terms of his or her actual ability to achieve various valuable 
functionings as a part of living” (p. 30). Sen’s approach attempts to address the 
complexity of human life, including health, emotions, affiliation, play and so forth. 
Nussbaum’s approach differs from Sen’s approach by proposing a list of capabilities 
(Nussbaum, 2000, pp. 78-80) as a set of fundamental entitlements for all citizens; 
these would ideally be enshrined in legislative and judicial action so that people have 
the undeniable option of dignity, if they so wish to choose it (See Appendix G). 
Nussbaum (2006a) writes: “The guiding notion therefore is not that of dignity itself . 
. . but rather, that of a life with, or worthy of, human dignity” (p. 162).  
Nussbaum (2006a, pp. 96-154) challenges the contract theorists in three ways. 
The first is that, instead of the idea of postponed adjustment, she argues for the 
heterogeneity of people’s needs; everyone should be considered from the 
beginning. The second is her departure from the idea that mutual advantage and 
mutual disinterest are central to cooperation. Instead, she suggests that people 
cooperate out of a wider range of motives, including a love for each other and of 
justice itself. Here, Nussbaum departs from Rawls’s concept of objective decision-
making, which is distanced from benevolent or subjective behaviour. In contrast, she 
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accepts the multiplicity of people’s lives as “containing many different types of 
animal dignity, all of which deserve respect and even awe” (p. 159). The third is that 
people’s capabilities are non-fungible. In contrast to the idea of linear and 
measurable compensation, Nussbaum argues that if a person is lacking in one area, 
they cannot be compensated by a larger amount of capability elsewhere. If one 
person does not receive justice in any one way, then justice is not done. These 
differences are now discussed as they pertain to people with disability.  
2.2.1 Capabilities approach and people with disability 
Nussbaum’s capability approach aims to include everyone from the start, to 
address the complexity of people’s needs, and to provide non-fungible essentials for 
people’s dignity. This alternative philosophical framework underpins the current 
aspirational literature on inclusion.  
Everyone considered from the start 
Nussbaum (2006a) challenges the idea of postponed adjustment by observing 
“that we are all temporal animal beings who begin as babies and end, often, in other 
forms of dependency” (p. 160). She argues that interdependency is a fact of life and 
everyone is dependent on others at some time. People with disability are “us” not 
“others", and justice and inclusion are relevant for all people throughout their lives. 
Thus, everyone should be considered from the beginning.  
Need for asymmetrical relationships 
Nussbaum (2006a) also challenges the idea of mutual advantage and mutual 
disinterest by suggesting people are connected and interdependent; rather than single 
independent self-sufficient entities. People need the symmetrical and rational 
cooperation that is central to a contractual approach; however, people need 
asymmetrical relationships as well, and these can also be reciprocal and functional 
(p. 168). Simply, to give is to receive. People need and want to provide assistance 
and care, and are held together by ties of love and compassion, which are beyond 
mutual advantage. Justice and inclusion are equally important to those receiving 
assistance and to those providing it. People, whether they are young, ill, disabled or 
elderly, deserve good care, and those who choose to give it should be supported in so 
doing (p. 168).  
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Justice for everyone 
The third challenge of Nussbaum’s (2006a) theory of justice is that her list of 
capabilities cannot be compensated for or traded against each other: “If people are 
below the threshold on any one of the capabilities,” she believes, “ that is a failure of 
basic justice, no matter how high up they are on all the others” (Nussbaum, 2006a, p. 
167). Justice is for everyone. If people with disability are compensated for making 
their own dwellings accessible, and the broader urban environment remains 
impenetrable, then justice is not done. Nussbaum argues that, instead of asking what 
compensation is needed for people with disability to catch up with others more 
fortunate, the question should be: what are people with disability able, or not able, to 
do, and what can be done to overcome the obstacles in their way so as to ascertain 
the agreed threshold of dignity? In this sense, one’s capabilities should ideally be 
legislated as an antecedent right.  
2.2.2 Capabilities approach and inclusive housing 
Nussbaum’s (2006a) ideas reflect much of the rights-based literature on people 
with disability and the built-environment (Hahn, 1986; Oliver, 1990; Shakespeare, 
2006; tenBroek, 1966). The three themes are: that the inclusion of everyone is a 
distributive justice issue now endorsed at many levels; that inclusion is not an end in 
itself but a process of interactions towards meaningful relationships over time; and 
that the need for antecedent constitutional guarantees entitles access to the built-
environment for people with disability (See Figure 2.3).  
 
Figure 2.3. Nussbaum’s (2006a) capabilities approach and related literature themes. 
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Inclusion for everyone 
As Rawls (1971) was shaping his theory of justice, tenBroek (1966) wrote his 
defining paper claiming the right of all people to be physically present and 
participating in the world. This work was seen by many as the first decisive argument 
for equitable access to the built-environment. In his argument, tenBroek raises what 
he considers to be the unconstitutional nature of inaccessible built-environments: 
Such confinement would in effect be a form of house arrest [or] . . . outright 
imprisonment. Personal liberty, in this basic sense of the right not to be 
unjustly or causelessly confined, has been taken as a fundamental, natural 
and social right in Chapter 39 of Magna Charta (sic) and the due process 
clauses of federal and state constitutions. (p. 848)  
TenBroek (1966) places the role of private housing squarely in the centre of his 
argument for equitable access to the built-environment. He argues that, along with 
the right to live in the world through access to public places and spaces, people also 
have a right to live full lives in the privacy and security of their own homes: 
[People with disability] have the same right to privacy that others do; not 
only the right to rent a home or an apartment, public or private housing, but 
the right to live in it; the right to determine their living arrangements, the 
conduct of their lives; the right to select their mates, raise their families, and 
receive due protection in the safe and secure exercise of these rights. (p. 918)  
Forty years on, in 2007, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of People with 
Disabilities (hereafter “the Convention”) enshrined this notion in Article 19, with the 
recognition of:  
the equal right of all persons with disabilities to live in the community, with 
choices equal to others, and [signatories] shall take effective and appropriate 
measures to facilitate full enjoyment by persons with disabilities of this right 
and their full inclusion and participation in the community, including by 
ensuring that persons with disabilities have the opportunity to choose their 
place of residence and where and with whom they live on an equal basis 
with others and are not obliged to live in a particular living arrangement. (p. 
13) 
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Article 19 is also supported by the general obligations outlined in Article 4, in 
particular, a commitment to the elimination of discrimination and the promotion of 
“universal design”7, that is: 
To undertake or promote research and development of universally designed 
goods, services, equipment and facilities . . . which should require the 
minimum possible adaptation and the least cost to meet the specific needs of 
a person with disabilities, to promote their availability and use, and to 
promote universal design in the development of standards and guidelines. (p. 
6)  
The Australian Government ratified the Convention in 2008, acceded to its 
Optional Protocol in 2009 and developed their National Disability Strategy 2010-
2020 (hereafter “the Disability Strategy”) in response. The vision of the Disability 
Strategy is for “an inclusive Australian society that enables people with disability to 
fulfil their potential as equal citizens” (Australian Government, 2011, p. 22); it 
acknowledges the social and economic imperatives of responding to an ageing and 
increasingly disabled population, while, at the same time, maximising productivity 
(pp. 16-19). The Disability Strategy identifies that “accessible, well-designed 
housing” (p. 32) can avoid barriers, facilitate inclusion, and be cost-effective:  
Barriers are often presented by designs which do not allow the building 
structure of the home to change without significant expense, to meet the 
needs of a person who is ageing or who has a disability. The greater the take 
up of universal design features, the more open the community is to people 
with disability, including those with age-related disability. This provides 
greater choice about where to live, but also more social opportunities for 
visiting friends and family. (p. 32) 
The Disability Strategy, the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 and its Access 
to Premises Standard, however, stop short of defining a right to access to private 
spaces in housing. Nussbaum (2006a) offers a possible theoretical explanation. She 
suggests that the realm of contract theory is essentially a public one, based on public 
contractual relations for mutual advantage. It does not include the private realm of 
family life and home where: 
                                            
 
7
The definition of “universal design” in the Convention is “the design of products, environments, 
programmes and services to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible, without the need 
for adaptation or specialized design” (United Nations, 2007, p. 4).  
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People do things out of love and affection rather than mutual respect, 
contractual relations are not in place, and equality is not a central value. The 
bonds of family love and the activities that flow from them are imagined as 
somehow precontractual or natural, not part of what the parties themselves 
are designing. (p. 105) 
Nussbaum challenges this by suggesting that contract theory could encompass family 
life, the work of family members within it, and the fairness of relationships between 
family members. Still, contract theorists have been traditionally wary of treating the 
family as a political entity (p. 106).  
Malloy (2011) contributes to this argument by suggesting that, although they 
are often confused, “home” (a place of intimacy and privacy) and “house” (a 
physical structure) are not one and the same thing. When notions of “house” and 
“home” are confused, in their defence of the importance of “home”, people often fail 
to appreciate the public interest in the materiality of the “house”. Malloy argues that 
the construction of private housing may appear at first glance to be a local personal 
matter; however, the built form of housing is of public concern. He offers two 
reasons for this. The first is that housing is regularly supported and subsidised by 
public funds to stimulate employment, provide economic stability and assist home 
ownership, and this is certainly the case in Australia (Beer, Kearins, & Pieters, 
2006). The second is that housing stays in service long after the first occupant, 
thereby warranting ongoing public interest in its durability, sustainability and 
liveability; this view is supported by several Australian studies (Beer & Faulkner, 
2009; Berry & Williams, 2011; Hill, 1999; Hulse, Jacobs, Arthurson, & Spinney, 
2011; Saugeres, 2010).  
Malloy goes on to challenge the assumption that the private interests of buyers 
through market-forces will naturally lead to a public benefit; in this case, inclusive 
communities. Certainly, Karol’s (2008) Western Australian study on the take up of 
universal design, and Crabtree and Hes’s (2009) study on the uptake of sustainable 
housing in Australia, support this argument. These studies raise the concern that a 
public resource in the form of housing is at risk of being squandered unless its value 
is understood, embraced and managed towards justice and inclusion outcomes for all 
people. Nussbaum is likely to agree.  
Many Western societies have taken systemic action beyond market forces to 
provide inclusive housing. An American study on the acceptance and diffusion of the 
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idea of visitability (Nishita et al., 2007) suggests that a legislative response causes 
the greatest controversy, yet is the most successful approach with respect to a reliable 
supply and eventual acceptance. Imrie (2006, p. 4) reflects on the experience of the 
United Kingdom which has mandated minimum access features for all new housing 
and observes a similar resistance from the housing industry. While acknowledging 
the progress made, Imrie argues that antecedent requirements in a market-driven 
society lead to a reluctant and reductionist response, which does not meet the needs 
of many people with disability. They also inhibit a sense-of-duty within the housing 
industry to consider the needs of all people (p. 8). Imrie proposes that legislative 
requirements should be accompanied by education and training of the housing 
industry to clarify their purpose and significance (Imrie, 2003b, p. 62). It is 
interesting to note that the British minimum access requirements for housing were 
upgraded in 2004 and a further voluntary guideline (Department for Communities 
and Local Government UK, 2008) has since been issued. In spite of this, Bevan 
(2009) suggests that the British Government may need to regulate this latest 
guideline as well, particularly if the need for housing for the ageing population is to 
be met.  
Japan’s population is ageing faster than most countries. While Kose (2010) 
acknowledges the cultural differences of Western societies, Japan’s experiences in 
stimulating the supply of accessible housing do have some similarities. Japanese 
authorities realised that voluntary guidelines alone would not ensure the required 
supply of accessible housing and have used incentives through mortgages to catalyse 
demand. Kose (2010) considers that this strategy has succeeded; nevertheless, like 
Bevan (2009), he acknowledges that the standard of access and the overall supply is 
inadequate if the majority of older people are to remain included in society.  
To this end, both the aspirational literature and the experience of Western 
societies indicate the need for antecedent legislative guarantees as the most reliable 
response to inclusion of all in the built-environment. These alone, however, are not 
the answer. The housing industry is likely to respond better and more creatively to 
mandated requirements if they are preceded by a process of education and awareness 
and a practice of inclusive housing already in place (Imrie, 2003b). 
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Inclusion as a societal responsibility  
The formal global endorsement of the vision of “full inclusion and 
participation in the community” within the Convention on the Rights of People with 
Disabilities (United Nations, 2007, p. 13) supports Nussbaum’s (2006a, p. 157) 
argument that, when it comes to justice and inclusion, everyone is affected and 
everyone is responsible. Inclusion and citizenship does not just happen: it is a 
process of building relationships and capacities over time (Uditsky, 1993; Ware, 
Hopper, Tugenberg, Dickey, & Fisher, 2007). Social currency (interpersonal skills, 
talents and personal attributes) and social capital (the cumulative result of individual 
social currency) develop from hundreds of everyday interactions and are what hold 
communities together. For people with disability to benefit from and contribute to 
social currency, it is important to be present, to participate and to reciprocate in 
ordinary ways (Chenoweth & Stehlik, 2004). As people age or have less capacity, 
they are at home more, and the design of their homes and the homes of others has 
significant bearing on their inclusion and well-being (de Jonge, Jones, Phillips, & 
Chung, 2011); poor housing design contributes to their marginalisation, isolation and 
exclusion (Saugeres, 2010). 
This concept of inclusion as a societal responsibility supports Australian 
advocates’ demands for an antecedent entitlement to inclusive housing. What this 
means in real terms is an ongoing debate. The United Nations Convention on the 
Rights of People with Disabilities provides guidance through the idea of universal 
design; that is, the “design of products, environments, programmes and services to be 
usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible, without the need for adaptation 
or specialized design” (United Nations, 2007 Article 2). This, in turn, provides 
equitable choice:  
Persons with disabilities have the opportunity to choose their place of 
residence and where and with whom they live on an equal basis with others 
and are not obliged to live in a particular living arrangement. (Article 19 (c)) 
The Disability Strategy (Australian Government, 2011, p. 34) endorses the Livable 
Housing Design initiative as an adequate standard and plan, with the 2020 target of 
all new housing providing minimum access features.  
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Legislated rights to the built-environment 
Nussbaum (2006a) argues that capabilities should be non-fungible; they cannot 
be traded or compensated for. To this end, she proposes that access to the built-
environment should be a right, not something that could be bought or traded for 
another capability. She explains: “No matter how much money we give the person in 
a wheelchair he will still not have adequate access to public space unless public 
space itself is redesigned” (p. 167).  
Prideaux and Roulstone (2009) have since provided an overview of responses 
to equitable access in public spaces. These range from a more collaborative social-
policy framework in the United Kingdom, to individual rights legislation in the 
United States of America. At the time of Prideaux and Roulstone’s study, Australia 
took a middle ground with cooperative self-regulation through rights-based 
legislation (Disability Discrimination Act 1992) with a strong social-policy 
emphasis. (The more prescriptive Access to Premises Standard came later in 2011). 
Prideaux and Roulstone conclude that a legislated standard provides the best 
outcome: 
This is the only way in which disabled people can be guaranteed they will 
receive the services or regulatory provision they are entitled to . . . Only then 
can disabled people empower themselves and strive for full equity of access 
as a right and not a benevolent afterthought as is so often the case. (Prideaux 
& Roulstone, 2009, p. 79). 
For public spaces and places in Australia, there is now certainty regarding the 
required provision of access for the industry and for users of new and refurbished 
public premises and transport. The Access to Premises Standard (Australian 
Government, 2010a) is not only included in the complaints-based Disability 
Discrimination Act 1992, but also in state-based building legislation through the 
Building Code of Australia (Australian Building Codes Board, 2011). Nevertheless, 
such certainty did not come easily. These achievements were the outcome of an 
acrimonious process that took over a decade (Bringolf, 2011b; Shorten, 2010).  
Housing is another matter. Although there are guidelines and local and state 
incentives, there are no equivalent legislated rights for access within private 
dwellings. Australia’s peak organisation for the housing industry, the Housing 
Industry Association, considers them unnecessary (Housing Industry Association, 
2011), and prefers a voluntary approach driven by market forces. In turn, the lack of 
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certainty attracts advocacy by people with disability and their allies; this results in 
pragmatic compromise at the expense of the needs of more severely disabled people 
(Kaminski, Mazumdar, DiMento, & Geis, 2006; Nishita et al., 2007), and confusion 
in interpretation across professions and jurisdictions (Bringolf, 2009; Newman, 
2010).  
The Livable Housing Design guidelines (NDUHD, 2010a) are one such 
pragmatic compromise. The agreed minimum access requirements for the toilet, 
corridor widths and related doorways are inadequate for many people who use 
wheelchairs. Further, the compromise of requiring any one entry (only) to be 
accessible undermines the dignity of entering through the front door. Nevertheless, 
this guideline has been endorsed by leaders in the housing industry and community 
sector in record time and has avoided, thus far, the drawn-out acrimony experienced 
in developing the legislative requirements for public premises.  
2.3 THE “SPACE IN-BETWEEN” 
Of interest here is the “space in-between” these two theories. It is in this space 
that the Livable Housing Design initiative appears to most comfortably sit. On the 
one hand, Rawls (1971) provides a theory of justice supporting the voluntary 
provision of inclusive housing through the market-forces of a liberal society. On the 
other hand, Nussbaum (2006a) provides a theory of justice which would support an 
antecedent right to inclusive housing as an instrument of distributive justice. There is 
a philosophical “space in-between” these two theories—a middle ground between 
contract theory and the capabilities approach (Fitzpatrick, 2008) where inclusive 
housing can ideally be provided through the voluntary provision of inclusive housing 
by informed market-forces as an instrument of distributive justice. 
What does this space look like? From Fitzpatrick’s (2008) critique, this thesis 
proposes three principles; trusteeship, self-determination and sense-of-duty, which 
underpin the Livable Housing Design initiative (See Figure 2.4). How these 
principles emerge is now explained:  
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Figure 2.4. Three principles in the “space in-between”. 
Trusteeship 
Rawls (1971, p. 12) proposes that cooperative agreements on what is fair are 
based on his concept of the Original Position; that is, no-one theoretically knows 
their place in society or what natural assets or abilities he or she may have been 
endowed with. This cooperative process is carried out by agents who are capable, 
and it is understood that a process of postponed adjustment may be necessary for 
those who cannot participate (1993, p. 20). Nussbaum (2006a, p. 155), on the other 
hand proposes that everyone is included from the start and considered from the 
beginning of any process.  
Fitzpatrick (2008) argues for a middle ground where there is “greater 
understanding of differences and dependencies without imagining that all subjects 
can be or should be equal as deliberative subjects of justice” (p. 89). The idea 
requires agents to consider those who are not and cannot be present in the 
deliberations. In this ideal space, those not represented are afforded equal respect, 
even though they are not deliberative equals. Agents would ideally support what 
those who cannot speak for themselves would want for themselves. They would take 
responsibility for those unable to participate or be represented in any process.  
In this “space in-between”, individual agents in the housing industry would 
ideally take responsibility for meeting the needs of those not represented in the 
housing-market. They would meet their obligations to those with whom they had 
contracts, and would also act in trust for those who may live in or visit the dwelling 
in the future. The Livable Housing Design initiative does this by encouraging 
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housing providers to “enhance the quality of life for all occupants at all stages of 
their life (sic) by including safer and more user friendly design features” (NDUHD, 
2010b, p. 1).  
Self-determination 
In the second principle, Rawls (1971, p. 129) seeks rational objective 
cooperation through a Veil of Ignorance, leading to mutual advantage and mutual 
disinterest, and avoiding subjective decision-making (1971, p. 438). Nussbaum 
(2006a, p. 168), on the other hand, acknowledges the multiplicity of human 
relationships and connections, including subjective responses—such as benevolence, 
care and need—as a starting point. She argues that objective rational cooperation 
denies the participation and reciprocity of vulnerable people and those who love and 
care for them.  
Fitzpatrick (2008) suggests that, although rationality is at risk of ignoring the 
importance of these more complex human interactions, acts of benevolence, love and 
care are at risk of losing their way without some ideals of impartiality and 
objectivity. Fitzpatrick (2008) draws on Dworkin (1977, p. 250) for direction here. 
Dworkin argues that objective reasoning should offer a means of justification for 
subjective responses, not vice versa. Fitzpatrick suggests that, when looking for the 
“space in-between”, intervention for distributive justice should give priority to 
objective reasoning. He says: “You are permitted to intervene when my actions 
contradict my conception of what is good for me . . . but not when you evoke abstract 
notions of ‘the good’” (Fitzpatrick, 2008, p. 88). He calls for a balancing act through 
self-determination; with an understanding and acceptance that ideologically-driven 
intervention is best preceded by objective reasoning, which reaches that same 
position.  
In this ideal space, the agency of individuals or groups would prefer to support 
the provision of inclusive housing through objective reasoning, rather than follow 
ideologically-driven rhetoric. Inclusive housing would make good business-sense to 
them, by aligning with the ideals of inclusion. The Livable Housing Design initiative 
does this by securing a standard and targets from industry leaders that they consider 
to be a reasonable, doable and fair within the current business environment 
(NDUHD, 2010b, p. 7). 
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Sense-of-duty 
Rawls’s (1993, p. 283) third concept, the Difference Principle, is dependent on 
measures of well-being that are reliable and comparable, so as to allow for 
compensation to be made. Nussbaum (2006a, p. 167) argues that this idea ignores the 
plurality of people’s lives, and she calls for non-fungible entitlements towards well-
being. Fitzpatrick (2008) questions whether one can provide entitlements to address 
the complexity of people’s lives; it is impossible to accommodate every social factor 
that impinges on well-being. Nussbaum does in part address this by proposing a list 
of capabilities which attempts to assign priority within this complexity, and offers 
“the underpinnings of basic political principles that can be embodied in constitutional 
principles” (2000, p. 74).  
Fitzpatrick (2008) cites Tawney (1982, pp. 32-34, 80-86), who, although an 
ethical idealist, acknowledges the foundational importance of the acquisition of 
wealth and property to self-esteem in liberal societies. Tawney proposes that, given 
the power of this human instinct, a functional society does better by relying on a 
sense-of-duty to others, rather than on the maintenance of an imposed set of rights:  
[Rights] are a principle of division; they enable men (sic) to resist. [Duties] 
are a principle of union; they lead men (sic) to cooperate. The essential thing 
therefore, is that men (sic) should fix their minds upon the idea of purpose, 
and give that idea pre-eminence over all subsidiary issues. (Tawney, 1982, p. 
80)  
This suggests that the ideal in this “space in-between” would engender a sense-of-
duty to do the right thing voluntarily in preference to being ordered to do something.  
In this ideal space, individual agents would identify that it is their duty to 
provide inclusive housing. They would prefer to act voluntarily rather than to be 
directed by a higher authority. This sense-of-duty would ideally lead to agents 
responding creatively, effectively and generously, rather than complying to a 
minimum requirement. The Livable Housing Design initiative does this by assuming 
that individual agents would prefer to transform their practice voluntarily and 
creatively, rather than having to comply with a mandated regulation (NDUHD, 
2010b, p. 7). 
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2.4 CONCLUSION 
This chapter explored how contract theory as espoused by Rawls (1971, 1993) 
and a theory of distributive justice guided by Nussbaum’s (2000, 2006a) capabilities 
approach, support the provision of inclusive housing within the framework of a 
liberal society. Contract theory, on the one hand, seeks contracts between rational 
agents to guide what is just, thereby, supporting the market-driven approach of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative. The capabilities approach suggests that justice is 
not done until everyone receives justice, thereby supporting the Livable Housing 
Design initiative’s 2020 target—the commitment to provide minimum access 
features in all new housing.  
The thesis proposes the “space in-between” these two theories as described by 
Fitzpatrick (2008) is where the implementation of the Livable Housing Design 
initiative most comfortably sits. It also proposes that three principles guide this 
implementation: trusteeship (taking responsibility for those beyond the contract), 
self-determination (individual and group agency from objective reasoning), and 
sense-of-duty (doing the right thing voluntarily). 
The next chapter explores the three concepts which underpin these principles, 
and how they might be interpreted in the context of the housing industry. The first is 
“agency”—what happens when an agent acts for a principle within a contract, and 
what are the costs and risks that are inherent within that relationship? The second is 
“voluntariness”—what is the nature of voluntary acts of agents within their 
contractual relationship with principles. The third is “responsibility”—what does 
responsibility mean for individual agents who act voluntarily within the various 
contractual relationships in the housing industry? The chapter concludes by 
exploring the relationship between “responsibility” and distributive justice for both 
individuals and systems—in deference to the title of this thesis.  
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Chapter 3: Agency, voluntariness and 
responsibility 
The last chapter placed the Livable Housing Design initiative in a framework 
of distributive justice, and proposed three principles (self-determination, sense-of-
duty, and trusteeship), which guide this initiative. This chapter now explores the 
concepts of “agency”, “voluntariness” and “responsibility”, which underpin these 
principles, as follows:  
 Section 3.1 focuses on agency. The principle of self-determination 
(preferring objective reasoning before ideologically-driven intervention) 
calls for an explication of “agency” and how individuals and groups act 
for others in contractual relationships in the provision of housing. 
 Section 3.2 considers voluntariness. The principle of sense-of-duty (doing 
the right thing voluntarily rather than being told to do so) relies on an 
understanding of “voluntariness” in agency; in particular, what it means 
for the contractual relationships with others to provide inclusive housing. 
 Section 3.3 considers responsibility. The principle of trusteeship (acting 
in trust for others beyond the immediate contract) raises questions about 
“responsibility”, how levels and types of responsibility affect the 
voluntariness of individual agents in the provision of inclusive housing. 
The concept of “responsibility” is then explored further to consider its relationship 
with distributive justice, honouring the title of this thesis, and providing a theoretical 
framework to discuss the findings of the research:  
 Section 3.4 explores the connection between responsibility and 
distributive justice for individual agents; and 
 Section 3.5 then explores the connection between responsibility and 
distributive justice for groups and systems.  
3.1 AGENCY 
The concept of agency informs what might need to be in place for the principle 
of self-determination to be followed. This section then interprets this within the 
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context of the housing industry, and the various contractual relationships between 
agents and principals; such as, developers and buyers, and builders and designers.  
Agents influence; by their actions they intentionally make things happen, and 
in this sense, agency enables people to consider, plan, act and adapt (Bandura, 2001). 
The theory of agency explores what happens when one person or a group of people 
(an agent) acts for another (a principal) (Mitnick, 1998, p. 12). Theorists from a wide 
range of disciplines, including economics, political science, law and sociology, have 
been intrigued by the idea of “acting for”(p. 14) and a common source of interest is 
that agents and principals need each other, yet their goals are incompatible. Action 
resulting from this relationship “has real or perceived costs, so that the corrections 
necessary to improve the quality of agent and principal actions in their relationship 
all have costs” (p. 12).  
Agency occurs not only between two individuals, but also in systems (Mitnick, 
1998, p. 12). Thus, agency theory attempts to explain both situations: the simple one-
on-one relationship; and the complex networks in which they are situated. Eisenhardt 
(1989) describes the relationship between agent and principle as “ubiquitous” (p. 58) 
and uses the metaphor of “contract” (p. 58) to describe this relationship. In the 
context of the housing industry, contracts are also material and tangible—they are the 
fundamental form of communication between agents and principals. So, in theory 
and in practice, contracts can be either outcome-oriented (p. 60), where the risk is 
transferred to the agent (through, say, performance measures, incentives or payment 
on completion), or behaviour-oriented (p. 60), where the risk is minimised for the 
principal by revealing the agent’s behaviour (through, say, regulation and 
certification by a higher authority).  
The relationship between principal and agent is complex and has two inherent 
problems: the first is that the principal often does not know if and when agents 
simply do not want to do the job properly; and the second is that the principal does 
not know if the agent can do the job that is required (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 61). 
Eisenhardt’s suggests ways in which to make this relationship work efficiently with 
minimal cost to either party. Below are four ways, interpreted within the context of 
the housing industry: 
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1. Information systems are positively related to behaviour-based contracts 
and negatively related to outcome-based contracts (p. 61). Building 
specifications, prescriptive regulations and standards, and external 
certification processes guide a builder to do exactly what a designer wants; 
however, they inhibit more creative or more cost-effective solutions which 
can provide the same outcome.  
2. Outcome uncertainty is positively related to behaviour-based contracts 
and negatively related to outcome-based contracts (p. 61). If a buyer is 
uncertain if the builder can do the job, he or she may prefer to rely on 
prescriptive standards to verify that the contract has been completed. 
However, if the buyer knows the builder to do quality work, he or she may 
have less need to be so prescriptive.  
3. The risk aversion of the agent is positively related to behaviour-based 
contracts and negatively related to outcome-based contracts (p. 62). 
Similarly, if a buyer is unable to assess if the contract is completed, a 
builder may also prefer to rely on an independent certification body to 
verify that the contract has been completed.  
4. Task programmability is positively related to behaviour-based contracts 
and negatively related to outcome-based contracts (p. 62). When a builder 
must meet certain requirements, he or she may prefer to use prescriptive 
standards and specifications to minimise the risk of misinterpreting the 
contract.  
The above suggests that, depending on the relationship between buyer as principal, 
and housing provider as agent, a range of risk-minimising strategies (from external 
regulation by a higher authority to prescriptive standards and reliance on informed 
buyer-demand) could work.  
Yet, the housing industry is embedded within a broader social and political 
context, and the idea of agency with its inherent incompatibility between principal 
and agent suggests a more complex picture. Many people beyond the initial buyers of 
new dwellings have a stake in the outcome. They consider themselves as principals 
in a broader sense, expecting the Australian housing industry as agents will provide 
suitable residential environments. Governments grappling with the broader impacts 
of changing demographics and urban life (Major Cities Unit, 2012, pp. 221-223); 
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advocacy groups supporting social inclusion (People with Disability Australia, 
2010); and broader community stakeholders (Kelly & Breadon, 2012, pp. 37-40) all 
have an interest in risk, outcome uncertainty, incentives and information systems to 
minimise the cost of agency.  
Traditionally, building regulation has focused on delivering health, safety and 
amenity in dwellings and left everything else to buyer-demand (Productivity 
Commission, 2004, p. xxi). A world-wide trend towards greater regulatory capacities 
of the state reflect this broader concern for the long-term, socio-psychological and 
cultural impacts of the built-environment (Imrie & Street, 2009; Productivity 
Commission, 2004, p. xxiii). This relationship between the broader notion of 
principal and agent within the built-environment can also be influenced in many 
ways, and that formal legislated regulation is only one strategy. Imrie and Street 
explain: 
Regulation need not necessarily be part of legal principle or codified through 
state rules and actions. It may be part of implicit, informal, often unwritten 
rules that define principles of interaction between actors that have no basis in 
law. Thus, part of its basis is moral and ethical, a rootedness to obligated 
relationships, even to habituated systems of interaction. (p. 2509)  
The Livable Housing Design initiative (NDUHD, 2010b) is trying to make its 
contribution in this way—through voluntary market-transformation. In this sense, the 
signatories of the agreement assume that, by engendering a sense of responsibility in 
individual agents to provide inclusive housing voluntarily, the Australian housing 
industry will take systemic responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing as an 
instrument of distributive justice. The next section explores the concept of 
voluntariness, and suggests that voluntary acts in ordinary situations are problematic 
within the contractual relationship between principal and agent; however, there are 
ways in which voluntariness can be optimised. 
3.2 VOLUNTARINESS 
As previously noted, there are inherent risks and costs in any contract between 
agents and their principals (Eisenhardt, 1989), They do signal, however, that 
voluntariness could be problematic. This section explores the concept of 
“voluntariness” in relation to the principle of sense-of-duty (doing the right thing 
voluntarily before being directed to do so). It does this first by considering the 
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relationship between voluntariness and freedom. It then suggests there are a number 
of factors which influence voluntariness: namely, informedness, motivation and 
belief. Finally it argues that voluntariness has limited acceptability and can have 
prudential costs for the agent, though this is rare within the current day-to-day 
activities of the housing industry.  
How individuals function can be various and complex, and may include 
extraordinary voluntary acts of courage and leadership in the heat of passion. 
However, these acts are not of interest here. This thesis focuses on voluntary acts 
which are considered to be commonplace, and which are considered reasonable in 
ordinary circumstances (Williams, 1990).  
When describing a fully voluntary act, Williams (1990) suggests that it is an 
intentional and relevant act, and is an appropriate product of conscious deliberation. 
Williams defines fully voluntary actions as “all and only the actions for which an 
agent is (fully) responsible” (p. 4); these are the actions that attract judgements of 
others in the form of either praise or blame. Olsaretti (1998), in her work on freedom, 
choice and voluntariness, comes to a description of voluntariness by examining its 
converse. She describes an act as voluntary “if it is not made because no other 
acceptable alternative was available” (p. 54). Olsaretti (2008) and Coburn (2008) 
examine and debate how voluntariness relates to concepts of freedom, deliberation, 
informedness, motivation, and standards of acceptability, thereby offering an 
explanation of how voluntariness can be affected. 
Voluntariness and freedom 
Olsaretti (1998) suggests that voluntary action does not necessarily mean that 
an agent is free to do the opposite. She argues that voluntariness and freedom are not 
necessarily related and that “freedom is about the options which are available to us, 
whereas voluntariness regards the way in which the nature of those options affects 
our will” (p. 53). To illustrate, two developers could comply with a new access law, 
and both design and build their new buildings to be accessible. One might consider 
that all people should be able to use his building; therefore he voluntarily complies 
with the new access law. The other might consider she is no longer free to build the 
building she wants; she resents the law and does not voluntarily comply.  
Voluntariness of action therefore is not an arbitrary freedom to do as one 
would wish—it is more how one responds to necessary limitations. Freedom and 
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voluntariness are two distinctly different concepts. Olsaretti (1998) does note that, 
although freedom does not guarantee voluntariness, some freedom is necessary for 
alternatives to be available; hence providing an opportunity for voluntariness. This 
does offer a deeper understanding to the ideas of compliance and acceptance of 
direction from a higher authority, raised in the discussion.  
Voluntariness: informedness, belief, and motivation 
Colburn (2008) contributes to Olsaretti’s (1998) definition by suggesting that 
voluntariness can be affected by an agent’s beliefs about his or her options: “Whether 
an act is voluntary or not therefore depends upon the motivation for an agent’s 
action, and hence upon an agent’s beliefs about their options” (p. 102). This 
motivation can also change with increased information available to the person. 
Colburn suggests that, if an agent is ill-informed, they may have a number of 
alternatives that they are not aware of; thus, their actions may be non-voluntary 
purely due to lack of information.  
To illustrate, a buyer asks a developer to provide certain access features. The 
builder says he cannot do this because he believes that the building will not pass 
certification. This is, in fact, not the case. If the builder had been better informed he 
could have responded voluntarily to the buyer’s wishes. The reverse can occasionally 
be true; that is, gaining more information and understanding may not promote 
voluntariness. The developer may have agreed to act on the client’s wishes, which on 
further investigation, were found to be unacceptable to the certifier; better 
informedness resulted in the developer no longer being able to respond voluntarily. 
Regardless, Colburn (2008) argues that how well-informed an agent is will be critical 
in optimising voluntariness.  
Colburn (2008) offers another consideration that affects voluntariness; that is, 
the motivation behind it. A decision may appear to be voluntary because acceptable 
alternatives are available; however, an agent must believe that the options are 
acceptable. To illustrate, the same buyer goes to a second developer, who also 
refuses to provide the features for different reasons. The developer knows the 
features will meet the requirements for certification, but cannot afford to delay the 
job by this additional request. Thus, the request is refused because there appears to 
be no acceptable alternative. In response to this idea of motivation, Olsaretti offers a 
refinement of her original definition (1998): “a choice is non-voluntary if and only if 
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it is made because the alternatives which the chooser believes she faces are 
unacceptable” (2008, p. 114, original emphasis).  
Voluntariness and acceptability 
Both Olsaretti (2004, p. 140; 2008) and Colburn (2008) agree on the idea of an 
objective benchmark of “well-being” against which an alternative action has an 
unacceptable prudential cost, bringing the agent’s well-being below a bearable 
threshold. They disagree, however, on what is the extent of prudential cost. Olsaretti 
(2008) suggests that there are two ways in which an alternative may be unacceptable, 
that is, causing serious prudential cost to the agent, and thereby making an action 
non-voluntary. The first involves immediate and self-protecting, or substantive 
concerns (for example, fear for one’s well-being or the well-being of important 
others); the second involves broader moral concerns (for example, if it is deemed to 
be against God’s Will). Her definition of prudential cost is broad; moral concerns 
make some alternatives unacceptable because they indirectly, negatively affect 
prudential value. That is, they are morally reprehensible and it is impossible to “live 
with oneself” if that option is taken; thus, objective prudential costs in well-being are 
a consequence.  
Colburn (2008) disagrees. His interpretation of prudential costs encompasses 
the costs of substantive concerns only. For him, “there will not be dreadful 
consequences for us if we do not do the moral act” (p. 105). This thesis supports 
Olsaretti’s position, given that the likelihood of moral concerns with serious 
prudential cost is rare in the housing industry. (How many designers risk their job or 
professional reputation because they insist that housing design should be inclusive?). 
It does, however, occasionally occur, and should be considered as a possible reason 
for agents responding, or not responding, voluntarily to the Livable Housing Design 
initiative.  
Notions of freedom, informedness, motivation, belief and acceptability provide 
a more complex understanding of voluntariness, and suggest certain conditions under 
which voluntariness can be optimised, and agents can be asked to take responsibility, 
say, for an initiative such as Livable Housing Design. The next section explores the 
third concept, responsibility. It distils the multiplicity of meanings given to this 
concept to be relevant and useful for the study of agency, its capacity for 
voluntariness, and its relationship with distributive justice.  
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3.3 RESPONSIBILITY 
Suggested earlier, the concept of responsibility informs the principle of 
trusteeship (acting in trust for those beyond the immediate contract). This section 
explores the types and levels of responsibility, and the different values of choice 
agents place on their decisions. The thesis takes Williams’s (1990) definition of fully 
voluntary actions as “all and only the actions for which an agent is (fully) 
responsible” (p. 4). This definition signals that the concept of responsibility has 
complexities, which this section now explores. Similar to voluntariness, the concept 
of responsibility is that considered to be reasonable within an agent’s day-to-day 
duties, roles and activities (Scanlon, 1998, p. 248). 
Types of responsibility 
Scanlon (1998) identifies two forms of responsibility: stemming from moral (p. 
248), and substantive concerns (p. 248); these reflect Olsaretti’s (2008) idea of 
voluntariness. Scanlon’s first definition is the responsibility attributed to a given 
action that is deemed appropriate because of the moral concerns of the agent; for 
example, an agent can behave responsibly (or irresponsibly) in a given situation. 
Scanlon’s second definition describes substantive responsibility as responsibility that 
reflects broadly “what people are required (or not required) to do for another person” 
(p. 248). Substantive responsibility can be connected to almost any duty or role. 
Scanlon’s concept of substantive and moral responsibility aligns with Olsaretti’s 
(2008) understanding of voluntariness, and of substantive and moral concerns 
outlined above, and this thesis considers both types of responsibility are possible 
within the housing industry.  
Values of choice 
Within this notion of substantive responsibility, Scanlon (1998, pp. 251-256) 
suggests that agents can have different reasons for valuing choice, and wanting to 
maintain a level of voluntariness. Scanlon also suggests the reasons for valuing 
choice are both conditional and relative: 
It is conditional because the value of my response as a predictor of my future 
satisfaction depends on the nature of the question, my capacities of 
discernment, and the conditions under which my response is elicited. It is 
relative because it also depends on the reliability of the alternative means for 
selecting the outcomes in question. (Scanlon 1998 p252) 
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Scanlon offers three types of value of choice. The first of Scanlon’s types of value is 
instrumental or predictive value of choice. Here, an agent in the housing industry 
values having choice because the choice is makes good business-sense and increases 
his profit-margin. The second type of value is representative value of choice. Here, 
an agent values having a choice because the outcome is representative of his design 
theories or pride in his building skills. The third type of value is symbolic value. 
Here, an agent values having a choice because his competence as a housing provider 
is challenged if he or she has to be directed by, say, regulations (Scanlon, 1998, p. 
253). Scanlon also suggests that the different value agents place on their choices 
need not be mutually exclusive; for example, representative and instrumental value 
may be difficult to tell apart. Agents may make decisions for a number of reasons at 
the same time.  
Levels of responsibility 
Williams (1990) provides a complementary framework to Scanlon’s (1998, p. 
251) value of choice by exploring the conditional and relative nature of 
responsibility. He prefaces this exploration with a caution that care needs to be taken 
to maintain the focus on a particular act or set of acts, or on a particular role. The 
nature of responsibility expected of the agent is dependent on a particular situation, 
rather than on the notion of a universally responsible person. This differentiation is 
previously made as substantive responsibility and attributable responsibility 
(Scanlon, 1998, p. 248). For substantive responsibility, the agent’s level of 
deliberation and informedness, and the opportunities that are presented for an action 
or set of actions, are likely to be conditional, and relative to roles and duties of the 
person (Colburn, 2008; Williams, 1990).  
Williams (1990) starts with the aspirational idea of the agent who fully 
deliberates, is well-informed, and has the appropriate opportunities to consider his or 
her actions, and then takes responsibility for them. With this in mind, he suggests 
that an agent can only be fully responsible for an action when there is freedom of 
control, and that freedom of control yields a responsibility for self. Williams 
acknowledges that there are some philosophical complexities here, and there is no 
one picture of such an agent; an agent who fully deliberates is an ideal only. To 
illustrate, no one group or individual within the housing industry, no matter how 
powerful, can reasonably act without consideration for the broader legislative, 
planning, community and environmental context. He offers as a workable framework 
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the more tangible idea of an agent who perceives the level of responsibility he or she 
takes. Williams also proposes that, in the interests of working and living together 
under a common system of justice, agents have a practical interest in how others 
deliberate to act voluntarily, either to attain freedom from control or to avoid 
unnecessary collisions with the law and with each other. As a consequence, he offers 
a model “not just of people subject to law but of people capable of deliberating 
together about what the law should be” (p. 8). In this regard, Williams suggests that 
agents take the level of responsibility required so that they can work effectively 
together.  
The thesis uses Williams’s (1990) three broad levels of individual 
responsibility as it relates to the housing industry. The first is when agents freely 
deliberate and take voluntary action in the full sense of the term, thereby ideally 
taking full responsibility for their actions. The second is when agents take 
responsibility for their actions, in the sense of being able to accommodate their 
actions to given requirements. The third is where agents take no responsibility for the 
final outcome of their actions. To illustrate in this context, developers take full 
responsibility for the outcome of an investment in inclusive housing. Designers take 
limited responsibility by interpreting into a building contract the developer’s idea of 
inclusive housing. Contracted builders also take no responsibility for the outcome of 
the investment; they build what is in the building contract. Developers, designers and 
builders each take the level of responsibility required, so they can work effectively 
together.  
The thesis now turns to the issue of responsibility and distributive justice and 
how it relates to the provision of inclusive housing in Australia. It considers, first, the 
agency of individuals, then, the agency of groups, and how they respond to the issue 
of distributive justice. Informed by frameworks for agency, voluntariness and 
responsibility relevant to the context of the housing industry, the next two sections 
identify signposts for the discussion of the findings in relation to the thesis’s aims:  
 to understand the current response by various agents to providing inclusive 
housing voluntarily, in particular, to the Silver Level of access targeted by 
the Livable Housing Design initiative; and  
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 to explore how various agents perceive their responsibility in providing 
inclusive housing, in particular, in reaching the Livable Housing Design 
2020 target. 
3.4 INDIVIDUAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR DISTRIBUTIVE INJUSTICE 
The thesis has previously explored two theories of distributive justice: Rawls’s 
theory of justice through cooperative contracts; and Nussbaum’s theory of justice 
through a capabilities approach. The thesis has used these to understand how the 
broad principles of both theories provide a space in-between, in which the Livable 
Housing Design initiative most comfortably sits. (Fitzpatrick, 2008; Nussbaum, 
2006a, p. 10; Rawls, 1971, p. 6). This section situates the idea of individual 
responsibility for distributive injustice—it identifies four reasons why agents don’t 
act—and then it reflects on how the Livable Housing Design initiative responds.  
Social structures are the accumulated outcomes of a myriad of individual 
actions, however, and the consequences are often not those planned by the individual 
agents. When each pursues his or her own ends without regard for the overall 
outcome, a system that runs counter to their individual intent can be created. Most 
agents would be dismayed by the thought of being individually responsible for 
systemic injustice, and would not consider they are guilty of contributing to the 
misery of others as they perform their daily roles and duties (Kutz, 2007, p. 188, 
cited in Young, 2011, p. 103). The individual and group actions of the thousands of 
agents within the housing industry in Australia are not considered to be responsible 
for the discrimination, isolation and exclusion of many people; nor can anyone point 
the finger at guilt at one individual (Bringolf, 2011b, p. 136; Housing Industry 
Association, 2011). One industry representative, during the study, explained, “We 
build ‘widgets’—that’s all. We are not guilty of making the world inaccessible” 
(personal conversation, 2012).  
The example of the social injustice of the Holocaust, although extreme, helps 
to understand the distinction between guilt and responsibility, and illustrates how a 
large collective of people, through many different individual actions and situations, 
can be implicated and held responsible for producing an outcome that is unjust 
(Arendt, 1994). Arendt argues that there are very few people in the end who could be 
considered guilty, and who should take direct moral and legal responsibility for 
distributive injustice—they can be readily identified through the voluntariness of 
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their actions, the level of responsibility they take, and their knowledge of the 
consequences of their decisions. When many people are involved, as happens when 
housing is planned, developed, designed, built and sold, culpability for an unjust 
outcome could be assigned to very few; however, there is a cumulative responsibility 
which the housing industry (and many others), by association bears.  
Agents who bear responsibility fall into four broad groups (Young, 2011, p. 
81):  
 The first group are those mentioned above, who are guilty. In this context, 
they are typically in positions of power, and act (or don’t act) knowing the 
outcome will be inaccessible housing, and understanding the negative 
consequences for future users.  
 The second group bear the responsibility of the actions of the guilty few 
by association; they take no definitive action. This group is the focus of the 
study—the various agents within the housing industry who are getting on 
with their daily work as best they can, and whom the Livable Housing 
Design initiative assumes will take responsibility for inclusive housing.  
 The third group take some direct action to provide inclusive housing, and 
may encourage others to do the same. They may be individual developers, 
designers, builders and buyers. The signatories of the Livable Housing 
Design initiative have taken leadership within this group.  
 The fourth group take public and collective action to bring the 
consequences of inaccessible housing to the notice of those who can effect 
change. The advocacy groups calling for legislative and policy change, 
such as Australian Network for Universal Housing Design (Australian 
Network for Universal Housing Design, 2013) are an example.  
3.4.1 Avoiding and assisting responsibility for distributive justice 
This thesis suggests, then, that the majority of agents in the housing industry 
are carrying out their daily tasks, yet are contributing to the lack of inclusive 
housing. They are not guilty, yet they are responsible. Young (2011, pp. 153-170) 
offers four reasons why agents do not act: reification; denial of connection; demands 
of immediacy; and “it’s not my job”. As possible remedies for this inaction, Young 
suggests agents can take responsibility for distributive injustice through remedial 
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strategies: de-reification (or challenging assumptions); understanding their ethical 
obligation; calling themselves and others to account; and “doing their bit” (See 
Figure 3.1). 
 
Figure 3.1. Avoiding and taking responsibility for distributive injustice (Young, 2011, pp. 153-170). 
These are now considered in more detail, with reflection on how the Livable Housing 
Design initiative has responded.  
Reification–challenging one’s assumptions 
Reification occurs when agents consider social processes, such as the economic 
climate, cultural trends, or the established business-practices, as unchangeable or 
unchallengeable, and beyond their control. Reification thereby absolves the agent 
from taking responsibility for the injustice (Young, 2011, p. 154). Agents might “de-
reify” or demystify problems or challenge assumptions by finding doable solutions 
for social processes that are unjust.  
The assumption by many in society that older people and people with disability 
prefer live in special housing, such as group homes and retirement villages, has led to 
a reification by housing industry leaders that regular housing environments do not 
need to be accessible (Housing Industry Association, 2011). The Livable Housing 
Design initiative attempts to de-reify this assumption by recommending that “the 
inclusion of key easy living features . . . make homes easier and safer to use for all 
occupants including: people with disability [and] ageing Australians” (NDUHD, 
2010b). 
Denying connection–understanding one’s ethical obligation 
Agents may consider they are not responsible for an injustice because they 
have no direct and tangible connection to the people affected (Young, 2011, p. 158). 
Young uses O’Neill’s (1996, pp. 97-106) exploration of the obligations that 
individuals have to each other, to suggest that an increased focus on personal 
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interests can perpetuate this denial. Young (2011, p. 160) suggests that agents can 
question this denial of connection, by using O’Neill’s (1996) practical test in the 
form of a question: “To whom must we (or: I) accord ethical standing in taking an 
action?” (p. 97).  
The housing industry is structured to provide the most cost-effective product 
for the initial buyer; the needs of future users are not a priority. It is highly 
competitive with the operations of volume housing primarily governed by cost and 
trend-driven features mirroring mainstream fashions, with quality managed through 
mandated regulation and independent certification (Dalton, Wakefield, et al., 2011; 
Murray et al., 2008). Young (2011, pp. 160-161) concedes that acceptance of broader 
ethical obligations is rare. Nevertheless, the Livable Housing Design initiative makes 
a case for the housing industry’s ethical obligation by suggesting the initiative relies 
in “their ongoing cooperation and contribution”.  It is perhaps telling that it fails to 
list any direct benefits for the housing industry to act voluntarily (NDUHD, 2010b, 
pp. 9-10). 
The demands of immediacy–calling to account 
Young’s (2011) previous reason begs the question: “If I am to take 
responsibility, who is more important, given that such responsibility for distributive 
justice can be endless?” (p. 163). Young acknowledges the dilemma that striving to 
be a responsible agent is a never-ending struggle. Responsible agents may feel never 
absolved from their responsibility for others. Young suggests that agents naturally 
feel that they are first accountable to those who are within their contractual realm, 
and give them prior consideration, at the expense of others at a distance. Of 
particular concern are situations where agents in leadership positions give priority to 
these immediate obligations. In doing so, they are at risk of compromising their 
broader public responsibilities and thereby affect a greater number of other people (p. 
164). Young (2011) suggests that consistent ethical behaviour and working in an 
environment where one can call another to account may reduce this tension (p. 165).  
The Livable Housing Design initiative is careful to couch any behaviour by the 
housing industry in positive terms—challenging their exclusionary practices is not 
part of the strategy. In effect, this leaves this role to housing industry leaders. The 
Livable Housing Design initiative did well to garner the support of the housing 
industry peak organisations and three large development companies (Stockland, 
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Lend Lease and Grocon) (NDUHD, 2010b). The presence of these industry 
“heavyweights” appears an intentional strategy by the initiative to demonstrate 
voluntariness of action and to call their colleagues to act accordingly.  
“Not my job”–“Doing my bit” 
Young (2011, pp. 163-170) suggests that some agents are aware that, by simply 
getting on with their daily business, they contribute to injustice. They regret this, and 
want something to be done; however, they cannot see what they, as individuals, can 
do. They consider that the task is too big for them, and that there are others better 
placed to act. Goodin (1995, pp. 28-30) suggests there are two schools of thought 
here; the position of the libertarian, and that of the authority-seeker. The libertarian 
says, “It’s not my job” because no-one in the free market is asking for it. The 
authority-seeker, on the other hand, says, “It’s not my job”; it is better done by a 
higher authority that can relieve the individual agent of that responsibility. Both 
Young and Goodin acknowledge that the idea of handing over responsibility has its 
risks. When agents hand over the responsibility to another, they may continue to 
avoid responsibility for distributive justice as before. Goodin (1995, pp. 36-37) goes 
further by suggesting they can legitimise their inaction particularly if there is no 
response to this hand-over. Needed, yet often absent, is the active and creative 
involvement of agents who “do their bit” within their roles and capacity to support 
the work of those to whom they have handed the responsibility (Young, 2011, p. 
169).  
The Livable Housing Design initiative does not address this reason; rather, it 
calls on individual agents to “do their bit” regardless. This reveals their assumption; 
that individual agents will take responsibility for the distributive injustice of 
exclusionary housing—they will respond voluntarily to provide inclusive housing, 
and reach the 2020 target.  
3.4.2 External regulation versus market forces: What money cannot buy 
This final reason deserves further exploration because, as noted, it reveals the 
key dilemma for the housing industry in responding voluntarily—it is not seen as 
their job. There is a tension between the two strategies to hand over responsibility; 
that is, the market-driven solution of the libertarian and the legislated solution of the 
authority-seeker. The libertarian would argue that, if something needs to be done, it 
is wrong to force agents to respond (Goodin, 1995). The right thing needs to be done 
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for the right reason, if it is truly to address distributive injustice. Forcing agents to do 
something by law or sanction “undermines the rightness of the act” (p. 29) and tends 
to deflect from the intention of the law. Using Goodin’s proposition in the context of 
the Australian housing industry, the libertarian would argue that it is the job of those 
needing inclusive housing to create a demand for it through market-forces. The 
market would then respond for the right reasons, and they would do this with all the 
creativity and purpose that drives the market.  
Direction by a higher authority, on the other hand, would result in the housing 
industry complying in a reductionist and resentful manner, to avoid penalty rather 
than to address distributive injustice. Imrie (2006, p. 133) observes this reductionism 
and resentment in his examination of the response of the housing industry in England 
to the introduction of regulation in 1999. The authority-seeker, on the other hand, 
would argue that given a systemic injustice and the difficulty for the agent to make a 
difference, it is better for a higher authority to relieve the agent of that duty and to 
take responsibility for distributive justice (Goodin, 1995, p. 30).  
Authorities may use incentives to encourage the market to respond. Sandel 
(2012, p. 90) suggests that incentives have become increasingly popular as a means 
of shaping economic and human behaviour, and come in many forms. One popular 
idea is “nudging” (Sunstein & Thaler, 2009, p. 5) people to change their behaviour 
by intentionally making some choices easier or more attractive. Sandel warns that 
when incentives are used to address distributive injustice, there is an inherent risk, 
and there are some things that market-forces simply cannot achieve and money 
cannot buy. These will vary, case by case; however, Sandel suggests that, without 
careful thought, incentives may erode or undermine the social-policy objectives they 
ostensibly seek to achieve.  
This section has explored the relationship between individual responsibility 
and systemic injustice. The next section considers how group or systemic agency can 
be encouraged to act towards distributive justice. 
3.5 SYSTEMIC RESPONSIBILITY FOR DISTRIBUTIVE JUSTICE 
Sartre (1957), in his work on existentialism, presents some fundamental 
challenges regarding responsibility. He argues that everyone is responsible not only 
for what they do, but for what they do not do (pp. 23-27), and that one’s actions are 
not of the agent alone; rather, they have universal value, affecting all of humanity 
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(pp. 16-19). This idea informs how responsibility for distributive injustice within 
groups and systems can be engendered.  
When agents singly or in groups avoid taking responsibility for the harm they 
do to others, it is ultimately the role of a higher authority to make them liable 
(Goodin, 1995, p. 28; Young, 2011, p. 97), and to change or adapt the social system 
through legal means. Young (2011, p. 105) also offers an alternative. She proposes a 
“social connection” model of responsibility which seeks a voluntary response to 
build on the responsibility people feel by virtue of their position or role in the world.  
Liability model 
Liability finds guilt, then lays blame and assigns responsibility through 
government laws. While Young (2011, pp. 97-104) considers the liability model to 
be a necessity, she suggests that it is backward-looking and punitive, with individual 
agents being the casualties of blame and guilt. A pertinent example is the Building 
Code of Australia (Australian Building Codes Board, 2011) and state-based building 
legislation, which provides an information system for both principals and agents to 
understand minimum requirements, and the implications if these requirements are not 
met.  
Young suggests (2011, pp. 97-104), however, that the liability model is limited 
when vast numbers of people are involved, many of whom have little understanding 
of how they contribute to the injustice. The liability model does little to develop a 
collective consciousness of distributive justice or to garner systemic support towards 
a more just society. On the other hand, when principals identify the risk that agents 
simply do not care, or cannot respond (Eisenhardt, 1989), the liability model, say, 
through external regulation and independent certification, ensures that risk is 
minimised and justice is done, albeit resulting in a reductionist response.  
Social-connection model 
Distributive justice issues where the cause is due to the unconscious complicity 
of many complex public policies, industry practices and private choices can be 
addressed differently (Young, 2011, pp. 95-122). Although there is a necessity for 
legal liability and protection, there is also a place for forward-looking, collective 
action by agents through voluntary action and shared responsibility:  
Our responsibility derives from belonging together with others in a system of 
interdependent processes of cooperation and competition through which we 
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seek benefits and aim to realise projects. Within these processes, each of us 
expects justice toward ourselves, and others can legitimately make claims of 
justice on us. (Young, 2011, p. 105) 
Young’s suggests an intentional stance of shared responsibility which 
encourages social transformation, and avoids more formal, juridical action. The 
Livable Housing Design initiative seeks a shared responsibility by “bringing together 
representatives from all levels of government, and key stakeholders groups from the 
ageing, disability and community support sectors and the residential building and 
property industry” (NDUHD, 2010b, p. 1). It embraces the social-connection ideal 
and uses a collaborative voluntary approach (without the need for legislative 
requirements) to transform the housing industry to provide inclusive housing—
towards a shared goal of distributive justice.  
The construction industry’s response to the Australian anti-discrimination laws 
provides some indication of how the Australian housing industry might respond to 
Young’s (2011, pp. 95-122) idea of social connection. The Disability Discrimination 
Act 1992 has both a social-connection mechanism through which agents can 
voluntarily initiate non-discriminatory practices, and a liability mechanism for 
adversely-affected individuals to seek compensation for discriminatory behaviour. 
Both social-connection and liability mechanisms have failed to provide both owners 
and builders of public premises the necessary certainty that they were not 
discriminating (Harpur, 2012; Prideaux & Roulstone, 2009). As a result, they sought 
a legislated standard that leaves no doubt about who is responsible, what is required, 
who is guilty and what punishment for wrong-doing could be expected. The Access 
to Premises standard (Australian Government, 2010a) is now included in the 
Building Code of Australia and state-based building legislation. The Access to 
Premises standard took more than a decade of acrimonious negotiation, indicating 
the level of incompatibility of the interests of the immediate principals and agents, 
and the broader affected community.  
In effect, this thesis questions whether the social-connection model of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative is likely to work. The signatories of the agreement 
assume that individual agents will respond voluntarily and will take responsibility for 
the provision of inclusive housing as an instrument of distributive justice. The aim of 
the study is to explore this assumption.  
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3.6 CONCLUSION 
This chapter has explored the concepts of agency, voluntariness and 
responsibility, which underpin the three principles (trusteeship, self-determination 
and sense-of-duty) proposed by this thesis for the Livable Housing Design initiative. 
The chapter provided a theoretical framework to understand better the responses of 
various agents to the inherent risks and costs in the provision of inclusive housing. 
The concept of voluntariness does not necessarily equate to the freedom to do as one 
wishes. Rather, it can mean that a directive or requirement is understood, accepted 
and supported. Voluntariness can be affected by the level of informedness, beliefs, 
and motivations of an agent, and the acceptability of prudential costs incurred. The 
chapter also offered a multi-layered concept of responsibility through which the 
responses of individual agents can be examined.  
The chapter then considered how individual agents avoid and can be assisted to 
take responsibility for distributive justice. It also considered how groups of agents or 
systems can be encouraged to respond to distributive injustice, and suggested that the 
historical response by the construction industry does not bode well for the voluntary 
approach of the Livable Housing Design initiative. 
With these concepts in mind, the thesis now turns to the research. The next 
chapter outlines the research approach; that is, the methodology, and the selection, 
collection and analysis of the data. It shares the lessons from the pilot study, and 
illustrates how the study relates to the timeline of the Livable Housing Design 
initiative. It concludes, by discussing the validity, ethical implications, and 
limitations of the study.  
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Chapter 4: Research approach  
In the introduction, this thesis gave background and context to the voluntary 
Livable Housing Design initiative, and its assumption that individual agents in the 
Australian housing industry will voluntarily provide inclusive housing as an 
instrument of distributive justice. Previous voluntary initiatives have not been 
successful, and they serve to question whether this initiative will work. Chapter Two 
offered a philosophical framework where the Livable Housing Design initiative most 
comfortably sits, and Chapter Three described how the notions of agency, 
voluntariness and responsibility interacted and worked in relation to issues of 
distributive justice.  
This study problematises the Livable Housing Design initiative’s assumption. 
Silverman (2006) calls this assumption an “escaped” (p. 389) phenomenon, because 
the assumption is central to the success of the Livable Housing Design initiative, yet 
has escaped consideration. The study thus asks: “What is the current response by 
various agents in the Australian housing industry to providing inclusive housing, 
and how do they perceive their responsibility in providing it as an instrument of 
distributive justice?”  
In asking this question, the study identifies a gap in knowledge; that is, a lack 
of understanding of how various agents in the Australian housing industry currently 
respond, and perceive their responsibility, in relation to the Livable Housing Design 
initiative, in particular, in reaching its 2020 target. In addressing this question, the 
study specifically aims to: 
 Understand the current response by various agents to providing 
inclusive housing, in particular, to the Silver Level of access targeted 
by the Livable Housing Design initiative; and  
 Explore how various agents perceive their responsibility in providing 
inclusive housing, in particular, in reaching the Livable Housing 
Design 2020 target.  
This chapter describes the research approach adopted to meet these aims:  
 Section 4.1 describes the methodological context of the study;  
 62 Research approach 
 Section 4.2 describes the research design, including the selection, 
collection and analysis of the data;  
 Section 4.3 considers the lessons from the pilot study;  
 Section 4.4 outlines the timeline of the Livable Housing Design 
initiative and this study; and  
 Section 4.5 discusses the validity, ethical implications and limitations 
of the study. 
4.1 METHODOLOGICAL CONTEXT 
The question posed by this thesis recognised the individual agent as a member 
of a group oriented towards a collective purpose. While the question drew attention 
to individual agents and their lived-experience, it did so within a social context in 
relation to a goal that has significant social implications. In this sense, it suggested a 
research approach compatible with a social constructivist view of knowing; a view 
that accepts that “meaning is constructed not discovered”, and where “subjects 
construct their own meaning in different ways” through their interaction with the 
world (Gray, 2009, p. 18).  
As indicated previously, the question also reflects concern that a phenomenon 
has escaped consideration; that, in relying on voluntary implementation, it is not 
known how those implicated view their roles and responsibilities in helping deliver 
the desired outcomes. Further to this was the need to look beyond mere description 
of what the participants in the study are doing, to what they say they are doing. There 
was a need, therefore, to adopt an analytical stance in relation to their practices and 
their articulation of these practices; in other words, to adopt a critical stance that not 
only problematises the situation at a descriptive level but also attempts to understand 
the structure of the participants’ agency. From this analysis, the researcher is well-
positioned to draw out the implications for future policy development. Critical 
inquiry is not content merely to interpret what is happening; it also seeks to 
understand how things could be different. It acknowledges that there are inequities 
and contradictions, which can have significant implications for people’s lives (Gray, 
2009, p. 25). Grounding and informing this approach further was the process of 
immanent critique (See Figure 4.1).  
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Figure 4.1. The process of immanent critique 
Immanent critique (Antonio, 1981; Sabia, 2010) is a critique from within, 
which “tests’ the logic of an initiative by drawing on resources internal to it. The 
immanent critic accepts as justified the most plausible account of who they are (What 
is the ideal?), and regards as unsatisfactory activity that works against the expressed 
ideal (What are the contradictions?). The study focused on understanding the 
participants’ most plausible account (What is the problem?). It then used the 
immanent critique framework to consider how to bring the reality closer to the ideal 
(What might assist?).  
The study used two methods for analysis: it first used a thematic analysis 
(through a process of constant comparison) of what was the current response; and 
then it went beyond the substantive data to take an ethnomethodologically-
informed approach to explore how responsibility was perceived. Both approaches 
informed the immanent critique process outlined above (See Figure 4.2). 
 
Figure 4.2. Methodological approach. 
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Unlike some qualitative methodologies in human science research that tend to 
account for social order in terms of existing theory, ethnomethodology accepts that 
order is constituted in the actions and interactions of participants in a setting (Button, 
2012, p. 676 citing Harold Garfinkel, 1967, the founder of ethnomethodology). “The 
object of the study for ethnomethodology is how, in their actions and interactions 
with one another, people achieve in see-ably methodical and organised ways the 
order of things, whatever those things are” (Button, 2012, p. 679). In Garfinkel’s 
own words, ethnomethodology is “the investigation of the rational properties of 
indexical expressions and other practical actions as contingent ongoing 
accomplishments of organized practices of everyday life” (Garfinkel, 1967, p. 11).  
As already highlighted, this study adopted a “situated perspective” (Heap, 
1990) informed by applied ethnomethodology. The study is situated within a 
particular setting (the Australian housing industry), in relation to a specific 
phenomenon (the Livable Housing Design initiative), as understood from its 
members’ points-of-view at a deep structural and critical level. It is motivated by the 
concern that individual agents; that is, builders, designers and developers, might not 
respond voluntarily to the initiative. By making transparent the structure of their 
actions and course of reasoning in relation to the initiative, the study can generate 
ideas about what could be done to improve the possibility of success of the initiative, 
or ideas about what might be done differently. The study has taken, in other words, 
an “applied ethnomethodological” (Heap, 1990, p. 45) interest. According to Heap, 
applied ethnomethodology is “. . . the study of the local rationality of the members’ 
practices of reasoning and activity organization” (p. 46). Further expanding the value 
of applied ethnomethodology, Heap proposes that: 
It can uncover and formulate functions which practices facilitate, yet which 
are, or were, unrecognized or unappreciated by members. Reason’s conceit 
is that articulating the unnoticed functions of actions can be useful in guiding 
and reforming practice in directions we value. (p. 47)  
4.2 RESEARCH DESIGN 
4.2.1 Constructivist program theory as a sensitising concept 
Given the critical stance of the study and the need to draw out implications of 
the findings to inform further action and possible change, the design of the overall 
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study used Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) constructivist program theory as a sensitising 
mechanism. Blumer (1954) uses the term “sensitizing concept” (p. 7) to describe a 
theory which guides the researcher in realising how each distinctive instance or piece 
of data may be relevant, pertinent and connected to another; each provides “clues and 
suggestions” (p. 8) rather than benchmarks or fixed objective traits. Dahler-Larsen’s 
theory offers a mechanism to understand how individual agents can affect a program 
or initiative. 
This study simplified the theory somewhat and applied Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) 
elements of policy-position, primary-intervention, moderators, moderator-
interventions, independent-variables and outcomes. (For a relationship between these 
theoretical elements, see Figure 4.3 below.) 
 
 
Figure 4.3. Elements informed by Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) constructivist program theory.  
Moderators and independent-variables are social factors external to any 
program. Dahler-Larsen’s constructivist theory suggests that these external social 
influences can make an impact and take on an authority that affects the original 
conditions. He identifies moderators as factors related to the program and its agents, 
and independent-variables as factors which are independent of the program and its 
agents. Dahler-Larsen describes moderators:  
[as the] phenomena that must be in place in order for the programme to work 
but . . . are often not specified and moreover, they may be difficult to keep in 
place. They are variables, in reality and in the minds of programme 
advocates who invariably believe strongly in their own ideas and attempt to 
achieve them. (p. 333) 
Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) moderators have the capacity to affect not only a primary-
intervention, but also the policy-position behind the primary-intervention itself, by 
nullifying its logic. Independent-variables, such as natural disasters or changes in 
government, are less harmful to a program as they simply influence the outcomes. 
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Moderator-interventions are intentional strategies to influence the moderators to 
support the primary-intervention. 
In this study:  
 The policy-position was the voluntary provision of inclusive housing as an 
instrument of distributive justice, (the target being all new housing 
providing Silver Level features by 2020);  
 The primary-intervention was the Livable Housing Design initiative, 
specifically, the Silver Level of access;  
 The outcomes were the dwellings that complied with the Silver Level or 
above;  
 The moderators were the factors that affected the provision of inclusive 
housing, either positively or negatively. The study focused on the negative 
moderators; that is, the factors that “got in the way” of the provision of 
inclusive housing. This was because no dwelling provided Silver Level 
access; and  
 The moderator-interventions were intentional strategies that the 
participants considered would assist them; first, to provide the Silver Level 
of access; and second, to reach its 2020 target (Silver Level of access in 
every dwelling).  
 The independent-variables were the external, independent factors that 
participants considered might assist the provision of inclusive housing. 
Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) theory guided the researcher in the selection of 
dwellings to be studied. Each of the housing contexts had a different history of 
providing inclusive housing, and the researcher selected dwellings as a theoretical 
sampling so that comparisons could be made. The theory then guided the collection 
of data, as the study used the elements of the theory outlined to help structure the 
interview questions (See Appendix H).  
The theory also provided support for the first level of analysis and for a 
descriptive response to the first research aim; that is, to understand the current 
response by individual agents to providing inclusive housing, in particular, to the 
Silver Level of access. For example, it helped qualify the responses to the policy-
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position, moderators, moderator-interventions and independent-variables, as well as 
the responses to primary-intervention, the observations and documentation of the 
outcomes; contributing to a deeper understanding of the current response with regard 
to the Silver Level. This then provided the basis for a more analytical and 
explanatory analysis responding more fully and ethnomethodologically to the second 
research aim; that is, to explore how agents perceive their responsibility in providing 
inclusive housing, in particular, their responsibility for reaching the 2020 target. 
4.2.2 Data selection 
The dwellings and housing contexts represented the theoretical sample for the 
study. The sample was situated in Brisbane, Australia, and included eleven newly-
constructed dwellings, representing three housing contexts:  
 Private-housing developments,  
 Social-housing (public-housing and community-housing) developments; 
and  
 Housing developments of (the former) Queensland Government Urban 
Land Development Authority (ULDA).  
At the time of the study, there were no legislative requirements in Queensland 
to provide access features in Class 1(a) buildings and internal areas of Class 2 
buildings (Australian Building Codes Board, 2011). The Building Code of Australia 
was amended on 1 May 2011 to include the Access to Premises Standard to all Class 
2 buildings; however, all the dwellings had received building approval prior to this 
date (See Appendix I which provides further explanation on the requirements for 
access features in the common areas of Class 2 buildings).  
Participant groups for the study were comprised largely of the agents deemed 
to be responsible for implementing the Livable Housing Design initiative. In line 
with the situated approach to ethnomethodological research adopted by this study, 
these participants were identified through the specific types of housing (described 
above) and through actual cases for which they were responsible.  
Selection of dwellings 
The process of selection was initiated by a letter of introduction sent by the 
Queensland University of Technology to senior officials or managers within each of 
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the housing contexts. It invited them to participate in the study, and to identify the 
dwellings and the participants. The letter outlined confidentiality procedures and 
provided contacts if they had any concerns during the data collection (See Appendix 
E).  
The eleven dwellings were considered to be regular housing, rather than 
housing designed specifically for people with disability, and they were drawn from 
the three housing contexts as a theoretical sample. Each context had different 
imperatives for and experiences in providing inclusive housing (See Figure 4.4).  
 
Figure 4.4. Description of dwellings in housing contexts. 
Social-housing developments 
The social-housing providers, that being the Queensland Government’s public-
housing authority and community-housing organisations, were required to provide 
some access features in their housing in accordance with their individual policies. 
The two public-housing dwellings, (Dwellings 1.1 and 1.2), were built to the 
guidelines of the former Queensland Government (Queensland Government, 2008a, 
2008b), which required two access features; a clear area before the toilet of 900mm 
wide x 1500mm long and 1000mm wide corridor. Two of the three community-
housing dwellings, (Dwellings 2.1 and 2.2), were built to the guidelines of the 
Australian Government’s Nation-Building Economic Stimulus Plan–Social Housing 
Initiative which required the regular dwellings to provide six universal design 
features (Australian Government, 2009, p. 23) (See Appendix D for a list of these 
features). One community-housing dwelling, (Dwelling 2.3), was built to the 
Queensland Government’s guidelines for public-housing.  
The Queensland Government’s public-housing authority identified two public-
housing Class 2 dwellings; a two-bedroom apartment on the ground floor and a 
Social housing developments 
Public housing 
Class 2 
1.1 
2 bed 
apartment 
Queensland 
Government 
Schematic 
brief 
1.2 
studio 
Queensland 
Government 
Schematic 
brief 
Community housing 
Class 2 
2.1 
1 bed 
apartment 
National 
Stimulus 
guidelines 
2.2  
studio 
National 
Stimulus 
guidelines 
2.3 
1 bed 
apartment 
Queensland 
Government 
schematic 
brief 
Private-housing developments 
Large corporate 
provider 
Class 1(a) 
3.1 
4 bed house 
No 
requirement 
3.2 
4 bed house 
No 
requirement 
Family company 
Class 1(a) 
4.1 
4 bed house 
No requirment 
4.2 
4 bed house 
No 
requirement 
Housing in ULDA 
developments 
Multi-
resident 
Class 2 
5.1 
1 bed 
apartment 
No 
requirement 
 Sub-
division 
Class 1(a) 
5.2 
3 bed house 
No 
requirement 
 Research approach 69 
studio apartment on the second floor of two-storey “walk-up” complex. Community-
housing companies identified three Class 2 dwellings, all in lift-served 
developments.  
Private-housing developments 
In the private-housing developments, there was no requirement, either through 
legislation or funding agreements, to provide access features. Two dwellings 
(Dwellings 3.1 and 3.2) were built by large development corporations; one was built 
by the corporation, and the other, by a franchised building company building within 
the corporation’s development. Two dwellings (Dwellings 4.1 and 4.2) were built by 
small family companies.  
Urban Land Development Authority 
At the time of the study, the (former) Queensland Government’s Urban Land 
Development Authority (ULDA) required at least 10% of the housing built within 
their Urban Development Areas to comply with its accessible housing guideline 
(Urban Land Development Authority, 2009). This guideline was changed in 2011 to 
omit any requirement for access in the ULDA subdivisions, that is, Class 1(a) 
dwellings (Urban Land Development Authority, 2011). The ULDA identified one 
Class 1(a) dwelling, (Dwelling 5.2), in a sub-division, and a Class 2 dwelling, 
(Dwelling 5.1), in a large lift-served complex. (The construction of this dwelling was 
delayed, so the researcher used the display unit attached to the on-site sales room for 
the complex as the dwelling.) Once the dwellings were selected, the researcher then 
identified the participants (28 in total), and obtained documents relevant to each 
dwelling.  
Selection of participants 
Participants identified themselves into roles of developer, designer and builder 
for each dwelling: 
 The “developer” was responsible for the outcome of the social or financial 
investment of the dwelling;  
 The “designer” interpreted the developer’s brief into a building contract; 
and  
 The “builder” contracted to construct the dwelling in accordance with the 
building contract.  
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A fourth category emerged later; that of “site-representative”, who represented 
either the developer or the designer on site.  
(See Table 4.1 for the relationship between housing contexts and participants). 
Table 4.1 
Relationship between housing contexts and participants 
Context Sub-context Dwelling type Participant 
Identifying 
Number 
Social-
housing  
Public-
housing 
Two-bedroom apartment, 
second floor, walk-up 
complex 
designer 1.1a 
builder 1.1b 
developer 
1.1d 
(2
nd
 role as 
developer) 
site-
representative 1.1s 
Studio apartment  
second floor, walk-up 
complex 
 
designer 1.2a 
builder 1.2b 
site-
representative 1.2s 
Community-
housing 
One-bedroom apartment, 
upper level, lift-served 
complex 
designer 2.1a 
builder 
2.1b (2
nd
 role 
as developer) 
developer 2.1d 
Studio apartment, 
upper level, lift-served 
complex. 
designer 2.2a 
builder 2.2b 
developer 2.2d 
One-bedroom apartment, 
upper level, lift-served 
complex 
designer 2.3a 
builder 2.3b 
developer 2.3d 
Private 
housing  
Private 
housing–
corporate 
Four-bedroom house 
designer  3.1a 
developer  3.1d 
Four-bedroom house 
developer  3.2d 
developer 3.2d1 
Private 
housing–
family 
Four-bedroom house developer 4.1d 
Four-bedroom house 
designer 4.2a 
developer 4.2d 
ULDA  
One-bedroom apartment, 
upper level, lift-served 
complex 
designer 5.1a 
developer  5.1d 
site-
representative 5.1s 
Three-bedroom house 
developer  5.2d 
developer 5.2d1 
 d=developer a=designer b=builder s=site-representative 
Two participants identified themselves in two roles. One participant 
(Developer 1.1d) identified himself as a developer of social-housing and as a private 
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developer (second role as developer) in his own time. Another participant (Builder 
2.1b) identified himself as a contracted builder for social-housing and as a developer 
within his family company. For one dwelling, a single participant only was 
identified, because he took all three roles of developer, designer and builder. For 
others, up to four participants were identified. For example, two public-housing 
dwellings had a developer, designer, site-representative and builder. 
All participants, with one exception, agreed to participate. Prior to the 
interviews, the researcher forwarded information on the study, including consent 
forms (See Appendix F), and copies of the Livable Housing Design guidelines 
(NDUHD, 2010a). All the participants signed their consent forms at the interview 
and agreed to the processes to safeguard their confidentiality. The participants chose 
the time and the location of the interviews. The participant who did not agree to 
participate intimated there was discord among the developer, designer and builder 
with regard to the particular dwelling. This alerted the researcher of the risk in 
providing a case report (This is discussed further in Section 4.5). 
The study used the Silver Level as the minimum access requirement for 
housing (See Appendix B for the details of the Silver Level). Each participant 
received a copy of the complete Livable Housing Design guideline prior to the 
interview and a copy of the Silver Level to which they could refer during the 
interview.  
4.2.3 Data collection 
In all three housing contexts, the participants willingly provided documents, 
including plans for the dwelling, funding guidelines, design guidelines and policies. 
At times, the participants were unsure who had the authority to provide them; 
however, they resolved this. The researcher visited each dwelling around the time of 
completion, and before it was occupied. The exception was Dwelling 5.1, the one-
bedroom unit within the ULDA development. The construction of this development 
was delayed, so the researcher used the display unit available at the on-site sales 
office as the sample dwelling. The researcher photographed the relevant details of the 
dwellings only, taking care not to photograph identifying features.  
Once the researcher visited the dwellings, she organised an interview with each 
of the participants. The interviews were semi-structured and “active”, in the sense 
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that they followed a plan, and attention was paid to the interactions between the 
participants and the researcher. The aim of the interviews was to solicit accounts, or 
representations of participants’ views of the world.  
The researcher considered it important to prepare the participants for the 
interview by sending material on the Livable Housing Design initiative beforehand. 
She was also mindful to keep within the constraints of the interview questions and 
the limited time for the interview. She recorded and transcribed the interviews 
verbatim. The participants received copies of their transcripts within a week of the 
interview; at this time they could make any changes they wished. Only one 
participant, (Participant 5.1s), made changes. 
Semi-structured interviews 
As described in this section, a number of strategies were employed to collect as 
rich and meaningful data as possible. The semi-structured interviews followed a 
format (See Appendix H) developed from the elements of Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) 
constructivist program theory and their relationships (See Figure 4.5). This data was 
supplemented with site observations, documentation of the access features in the 
completed dwellings of the houses, and documents and website information 
pertaining to relevant policy-positions, regulation or other related material (See 
Appendix K, as an example).  
 
Figure 4.5. Program Theory elements as they relate to the study (Dahler-Larsen, 2001). 
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 Question Two asked the participants to express their opinions about the 
idea of inclusive housing (policy-position);  
 Question Three asked the participants to respond to each feature of the 
Silver Level (primary-intervention); 
 Question Four asked the participants to describe what affects the provision 
of these access features (moderators);  
 Question Five then asked what might assist them to provide these features 
(moderator-interventions);  
 Question Six then asked what external factors may influence the provision 
of access features (independent-variables);  
 Question Seven asked the participants to indicate any activity in providing 
access features in the last year (outcomes);  
 Question Eight asked them what they considered was needed to achieve 
the goal of providing access features in all new housing by 2020 
(moderator-intervention). This was done by asking the participant to 
respond to a scenario similar to: “Say it was now 2017, and you had to 
advise the Livable Housing Design people how to reach the 2020 target—
what would you say to them?”; and 
 The interview concluded with an open question: “Have you any other 
comments?”  
The researcher followed the interview structure closely for most of the 
interviews; however, further into the study, she took the liberty to focus on emerging 
issues when the participant indicated particular knowledge or interest during the 
interview. The quotation below illustrates how the researcher encouraged the 
participant to expand on a subject; in this case, on the shower details in suspended 
slabs, which was becoming a contentious topic: 
2.2b: You can reduce the thickness of the slabs and put a fall in the 
concrete as you pour it. It’s a bit more work for the concreters 
at the time, but you do get the—you still tick all the boxes in 
regards to your requirements to your Australian standards for 
concrete structures [Australian standard] 3600 and 
waterproofing requirements and so on. 
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I: I’m just going to persevere on that particular detail because 
it’s a detail that has caused some consternation.  
2.2b: Yes. 
I: As a large builder and, um, one that’s done extensive range of 
housing, um—how can I say this—do you see the slab; do you 
see any issues about having a step-free entry to the bathroom 
and a hob-free shower throughout a complex?  
2.2b: Not at all. If the structural engineer and the architect are aware 
of what you are targeting there, your structure can be adapted 
to suit that. 
Active interviews 
Given the study was guided by ethnomethodology, the researcher used the 
technique of active interviewing in the data collection. Active interviewing brings to 
attention the interactions between the participants and the researcher, and the 
challenge of understanding the participants’ experiences (Finlay, 2011, p. 141; 
Garfinkel, 1967, p. 11). Holstein and Gubrium (2004) suggest that all interviews are 
“active” (p. 140), and the interview process is a conduit between the researcher and 
participant. The researcher, therefore, had the task of activating the narrative 
production and “walked a fine line” between indicating and orientating, and avoiding 
bias (p. 141). Acknowledging this relationship, the researcher used the active 
interview process to elicit the participants’ accounts with regard to the provision of 
inclusive housing, seeking to understand the what of the participants’ social world, 
that is, the substantive information on the subject, and, more significantly, how the 
participants made sense of it.  
The researcher did this by posing questions that encouraged the participants to 
continue, elaborate or explain, particularly when they touched on a topic of particular 
interest, or gave an account that was an exception to an emerging theme. The 
quotation below illustrates this. Here, the researcher (I) encouraged the Developer 
2.2d to elaborate on an utterance which, if left unexplored, could have been 
interpreted differently:  
2.2d: I mean to say no-one wants to end up in a wheelchair but you 
got to look at you know the people that live in units. How 
many are in wheelchair? I mean—what’s the real—and yet you 
don’t want to take someone’s right away to live in that but 
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it’s—you can’t design a whole building for the—that’s where 
the cost gets, gets out of whack.  
I: Do you want to talk some more about that? 
2.2d: (laugh) Oh no, it’s ah, when you look at disabled access and 
things within buildings, it’s, ah, so I am just conscious of—we 
have disabilities code and we have to make sure—my worry is 
that we make this universal code—because from where I sit the 
disability code is a, when it was brought in, and it’s a good 
thing but it’s actually— 
I: Is this the one in May?  
2.2d: And in previous years too. It’s—there is just, it adds a 
humungous amount to the cost of a building. You know, just 
no-one would dare add it up.  
Accounts 
The idea of accounts originated out of the work of Lyman and Scott (1970) 
and was first used to study behaviour that was unanticipated or considered deviant. 
Lyman and Scott identify two broad types of accounts; justifications where one 
accepts responsibility for the action but denies there is any wrongdoing, and excuses 
where one admits to wrong-doing, but denies responsibility. Both offer “to protect 
self-esteem, social status or social order” (Orbuch, 1997, p. 458).  
Orbuch (1997) observes the use of accounts has since broadened and 
diversified to describe their normal world, and offers a developed understanding of 
accounts to “represent ways in which people organise views of themselves, of others, 
and of their social world” (p. 455). In this sense, both definitions apply to this study; 
the accounts of the participants represented both their views of the world and their 
justifications and excuses for not providing inclusive housing. The process of 
preparing for, and participating in interviews lead to some participants having a sense 
of discomfort, defensiveness or “disruption” (Svensson, 2009, p. 174). The 
researcher, by her interest in a topic that potentially challenged the participants’ 
current order of things, acted as a trigger for the participants to defend their everyday 
practices which, in turn, produced accounts that both justified and excused their 
positions, and gave their views of the world.  
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4.2.4 Data analysis 
The researcher used the NVivo9 computer program to store, manage and 
analyse transcripts, photographs and documentation of the dwellings. The program 
allowed for the researcher to identify themes and exceptions, through an iterative 
process. NVivo9 tracked this process and provided a readily available audit trail for 
verifying the credibility of the research. For the ethnomethodological analysis of the 
accounts, the researcher worked from hard copies of the transcripts.  
Analysis of the current response  
When analysing the substantive data within the accounts, the researcher used 
the constant comparative method (Flick, 2006, pp. 292-293) to identify themes, 
and to test them with exceptions. As the exceptions became more frequent, the 
themes were modified, or a new theme emerged to reflect this. To illustrate, the 
accounts in response to Question Two initially fell into three themes: supportive, 
unsupportive and qualified support. Within those, there developed sub-themes. For 
“unsupportive”, there were two sub-themes of “poor idea—there is no need (for 
inclusive housing)”, and “poor idea—it’s not good business”. 
The researcher used this method to analyse the accounts in response to 
Question Two (policy-position) Question Four (moderators), Question Five 
(moderator-interventions), Question Eight (moderator-interventions to reach 2020 
target), and Question 6 (independent-variables) (See Appendix H) to understand the 
participants’ responses to the voluntary provision of inclusive housing.  
Analysis of the current response—Silver Level 
The researcher similarly analysed the accounts in response to Question Three 
(primary-intervention) and Question Seven (outcomes) (See Appendix H). She also 
analysed the photographs, site observation notes and the documents related to the 
dwelling, to understand the participants’ responses to the Silver Level more 
specifically. This analysis consisted of three steps: 
1 It analysed the participants’ accounts on the primary-intervention; that is, 
what they thought of the individual access features in the Silver Level;  
2 It then analysed the outcomes, focusing on what access features were 
provided, and taking into consideration the participants’ accounts, the 
dwelling documents and the researcher’s observations of the dwellings; and  
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3 It then categorised these features, after interpreting the reasons why they 
were (or were not) provided. The researcher used the participants’ 
accounts, the site observations and the dwelling documents, and compared 
them across cases and housing contexts.  
An example of this last step is the analysis of the step into the bathroom in 
Dwelling 2.1 (See Figure 4.6).  
 
Figure 4.6. Step into the bathroom in Dwelling 2.1.  
The dwelling was a social-housing, one-bedroom unit funded by Nation-
Building Economic Stimulus Plan (Australian Government, 2009). The funding 
agreement required all the dwellings to “facilitate better access for persons with 
disability and older people where appropriate” (p. 22) and, to this end, certain access 
features to be provided (See Appendix D). The list of features did not include step-
free access to the bathroom or toilet. A step of 30mm into the bathroom was 
provided, causing a trip hazard for people with mobility impairments. The designer 
gave her reason for this detail in her interview: 
I: The other issue is your step in—30mm.  
2.1a: Oh, yes—yes. 
I: Now is that as you wanted it? 
2.1a: That is the cheapest way of building in apartments, 
unfortunately. Structurally what it means is that concrete 
structural slab just goes through and on top of that they just put 
the topping slab to get the falls to the floor waste—cheap and 
nasty. To actually get the set downs for the bathrooms is quite 
expensive—because we have 30mm on top of the structural 
slab we can take out 10mm for the shower to work which is 
30mm 
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how we achieved that. But to actually take out the 30mm out of 
the structural slab would add a lot of cost to the project.  
The construction of this step may have been due to a conscious assumption that the 
future users would not require a step-free entry; however, given the reason offered 
above for providing the step (“cheap and nasty” building solution), the reasoning 
behind this feature appeared to be due more to a lack of thought.  
Analysis of “responsibility” talk  
The analysis focused on how participants made sense of their everyday 
practices and of their responsibilities for the provision of inclusive housing. As noted 
previously, the study took an ethnomethodologically-informed approach. This 
involved exploring the accounts in terms of the properties of reflexivity and 
indexicality. Garfinkel (as cited in Heritage, 1984) proposes the idea of reflexivity, 
where, in any interaction, the direction taken by the initiator is developed and 
elaborated in a particular direction by the recipient. The recipient is then placed in a 
situation of choice; he or she can act in a way that is perceived as ordinary or every-
day, or he or she can act exceptionally by making a “non-standard” choice.  
Garfinkel suggests that these choices guide the researcher to identify pre-
established norms and understandings, which maintain the status quo. He goes on to 
suggest that rather than directing the conduct of actors, these norms “are instead 
reflexively constitutive of the activities and unfolding circumstances to which they 
are applied” (Heritage, 1984, p. 109). This provides a means by which agents know 
their actions will be accepted within some prior-understood order of activity, and the 
reflexive properties of these actions contribute to ongoing production and 
reproduction of that social order. Of course, non-standard responses cannot be 
dismissed. There could be many reasons, such as illness or distress, why such 
choices are made. They are accountable to the particular situations and circumstances 
of their occurrence and are of interest in themselves. In their exceptionality, however, 
they do not necessarily contribute to the analysis of the usual methods of making 
sense of this social order.  
Garfinkel also proposes the idea of indexicality, and uses the term “indexical 
expressions” (as cited in Heritage, 1984, p. 142) in describing deictic terms, such as 
“you”, “that” and “there”, which can only be fully understood in context. These rely 
on a tacit understanding between speaker and hearer of a shared common-sense 
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knowledge as well as contextual considerations. This understanding is developed in 
two ways. The first way is to categorise a vast array of items, concepts, or events, 
bringing them together and treating as similar, despite their numerous and individual 
differences. “Women”, “holidays”, and “grief” are examples. Reflexively, these 
categories adapt and change through countless acts of judgement and use. The 
second way is to rely on the recipient to make a number of contextual determinations 
to make sense of them. Such determinations assist rather than compel the interaction 
in a certain direction; they support rather than take over the interaction. A recipient 
interprets the interaction by seeking to understand how something is said as well as 
what is being said. The task for the recipient is to derive some common-sense 
meaning at the time it was said.  
The following techniques were used: 
1 Studying the reflexivity within the interview as conversational interaction. 
(The researcher acknowledged the researcher-participant relationship and 
the initiation-reply format which stimulated and sometimes shaped the 
interview.); and 
2 Identifying participants’ use of indexical expressions—such as “you”, 
“that”, “there”—and analysing how they made sense, and gave structure, 
rationality and order to their world. 
The researcher analysed a broad range of responses to identify patterns of responses, 
which revealed the participants’ pre-established norms and understandings to 
maintain the status quo. The following is an example of this analysis: When 
considering the issue of who is perceived to be responsible for the provision of 
inclusive housing, Developer 3.2d (“I”) suggested that, as there was no demand for 
inclusive housing (“anything”, “it”) from the buying-market (“there”), the 
responsibility for inclusive housing was with the housing industry (“we”): 
Apart from a specific client who may require that access, I think the rest of 
the public, the rest of the market have no idea what it’s about. In terms of the 
other States there’s no requirement to do anything in there, so there’s been 
no push or no voluntary move to take it up. What’s stopping us from taking 
it up? I think there’s an understanding internally in terms of what it’s 
actually about, of what opportunities would be available in terms of 
marketing, and how it could be marketed. 
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4.3 PILOT STUDY 
The researcher trialled the data collection with two preliminary interviews (one 
with a designer, and one with a developer not connected with a dwelling). She then 
tested the process on two dwellings: a Class 1(a) dwelling constructed by a family-
owned company for private sale; and a Class 2 dwelling in a complex of one, two 
and three-bedroom dwellings, constructed by a social-housing provider. These pilot 
dwellings were chosen because they differed in many aspects, including size, context 
and dwelling type.  
In relation to the Class 1(a) dwelling, one participant took the roles of the 
developer, designer and builder. The data from the interview, observation and texts 
were collected during the one site visit. In contrast, the Class 2 dwelling had its 
developer, designer and builder situated at different sites. The researcher took 
photographs on the site visit, and obtained texts from documents provided by the 
developer, and drawings from the designer.  
As the researcher was more familiar with the voluntary guidelines than the 
participants, she realised early that it was important to familiarise the participants 
with them prior to the interview so they could comment adequately. From then on, 
the researcher provided the Livable Housing Design guidelines earlier in the process, 
and suggested to the participants that they might like to read them before the 
interview.  
The researcher found that the participants were busy people and appreciated 
knowing that the interview would take no more than an hour. The researcher asked 
for further contact if she needed additional information; however, she discovered that 
the participants quickly lost interest and did not welcome follow-up contact. From 
this point on, she exploited the first contact by adhering to the agreed timeline and 
keeping the interviewee on the topic. The researcher quickly learnt to discern the 
level of input required to stimulate and hold the participants’ interest within this 
given time, while not unduly influencing their responses (Holstein & Gubrium, 
2004).  
The researcher departed from one aspect of the process, originally agreed to by 
the participants. As mentioned earlier, she became aware during the pilot study that 
there was some discord among the participants connected with one dwelling. 
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Delivering a case report to the managers within each housing context for their 
comment and feedback (See Appendix E for this commitment) would have risked a 
breach of confidentiality with the individual participants, and had the potential to 
exacerbate any existing discord. Instead, she sent participants a copy of their 
transcripts only, for review and editing. The researcher sought validation of the 
findings by alternative means (See Section 4.5).  
As a consequence of these lessons, the researcher reviewed the interview guide 
(See Appendix H for the final edition) in order to focus better on the program theory 
elements (See Sub-section 4.2.1) within the limited time of the interview. On advice 
from the participants in the pilot, the researcher asked participants to choose the 
interview location that was most comfortable and convenient for them. 
4.4 TIMELINE 
Coinciding with the beginning of the study in July 2010, the Livable Housing 
Design initiative was launched and received national publicity (ABC Radio 
interview, 2010). Later in May 2011, the Access to Premises Standard (Australian 
Government, 2010a) was included into the Building Code of Australia (Australian 
Building Codes Board, 2011).  
The changes to the Building Code of Australia required non-discriminatory 
access in common areas of Class 2 buildings. At the time of the interviews (January-
December 2011), many participants were unsure of the new requirements for access 
in common areas of Class 2 buildings. (See Appendix I). Due to the timing of the 
study (See Figure 4.7), none of the dwellings were required by law to comply with 
these changes.  
 
Figure 4.7. Timeline of study in relation to other related initiatives 
Access to 
Premises Standard 
in the Building 
Code of Australia 
May 2011 
Data collected 
between 
February and 
December 2011  
Livable Housing 
Design target for 
private housing- 25% 
of new housing to 
Silver Level by 2013 
Livable Housing 
Design Strategic 
Plan launched in 
July 2010 
2012 2011 2013 
Data analysed 
between 
February and 
November 2012 
2011  
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The researcher assumed that the participants would have some awareness of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative and the changes to the BCA. This was not so; most 
participants had not heard of either of these initiatives. 
4.5 VALIDITY, ETHICS AND LIMITATIONS 
This section first discusses the strategies used to demonstrate the validity of the 
study. It then outlines the ethical considerations, and its limitations.  
4.5.1 Validity of the research 
The researcher took guidance from Lincoln and Guba (1985) who respond to 
the challenge of providing rigour to qualitative research by offering three criteria for 
validity: credibility, or confidence that others will see the findings as true and 
accurate; transferability, or findings that can be applied in other contexts; and 
dependability, demonstrating that findings are consistent and duplicable, and that 
outcomes are shaped by the participants. These are now discussed:  
Credibility  
The first strategy to demonstrate credibility was to ask the participants to check 
the transcripts. This allowed the participants to see their accounts verbatim, and to 
verify their accuracy. Only one participant (Participant 5.1s) made changes. As 
earlier mentioned, the original idea of providing a case report to the contact person 
for each dwelling may have offered greater credibility; however, due to the risk of 
contributing to instances of discord evident among some of the participants, the 
researcher abandoned this strategy.  
Thus, as an alternative strategy, the researcher presented preliminary findings 
on two occasions to housing industry representatives in the Housing Industry 
Association of Queensland, the Queensland Master Builders Association and Livable 
Housing Australia (the implementation mechanism for the Livable Housing Design 
initiative). The intention was to identify findings that “did not ring true” or issues 
that called for further exploration. One gap was identified: the analysis of the 
outcomes had not considered any relationship between the housing context and the 
access features that were provided. The researcher followed through on this advice, 
and took the findings back to the housing industry representatives for comment.  
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The researcher sought a deeper understanding through the publication of papers 
and conference presentations, including:  
 State of Australian Cities Conference in Melbourne in December 2011;  
 Australasian Housing Researchers Conference in Adelaide in February 
2012;  
 Universal Design Conference in Oslo, Norway, in June 2012;  
 International Conference on Housing and Urban Environments in 
Stockholm, Sweden, in July 2012 (in absentia); 
 National Housing Conference in Brisbane, in October 2012; and 
 Universal Design Summit 5 in Saint Louis, Missouri, United States of 
America. 
The papers for the State of Australian Cities Conference, the Australasian 
Housing Researchers Conference and the International Conference on Housing and 
Urban Environments in Stockholm were double-peer reviewed. (A complete list of 
the researcher’s presentations and publications relating to this study is provided in 
the frontispiece.) 
The researcher also presented her preliminary findings to community groups 
representing people whose lives are affected by the lack of inclusive housing. As 
Deputy Convenor of both the Australian Network for Universal Housing Design and 
Queensland Action for Universal Housing Design, and as appointee to the (former) 
Queensland Government’s Universal Housing Design Advisory Group, she was able 
to compare the research findings with their lived-experience. The researcher also 
maintained a journal throughout the study, in which she noted her personal 
reflections.  
Transferability 
The researcher used the Silver Level of the Livable Housing Design guideline 
as the standard. This is publicly available on the Livable Housing Australia website. 
The use of theoretical sampling, to represent the particular housing contexts and sub-
contexts, can be easily replicated. The researcher used the NVivo9 computer 
program which tracked the categorisation process. This program and the research 
data are available to assist with future process duplication. 
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Dependability 
NVivo9 also provided an audit trail for the management of the data and the 
analysis of accounts. The program allowed for annotations to indicate where the 
analysis could be open to more than one interpretation.  
Despite these strategies to determine the validity of the research, the researcher 
understood that qualitative interpretive research has inherent difficulties in 
convincing the reader of its validity in a way that quantitative research does not. The 
researcher accepted Guba’s (1981) guidance that problems such as researcher 
predilections, situational uniqueness and situational variations are “not viewed as 
‘error’ but as the ‘natural state of things’” (p. 88). The researcher therefore aimed for 
the integration of the above strategies to convince the reader of the methodological 
rigour of her study.  
4.5.2 Ethics 
The study necessitated the voluntary participation of people working in the 
building industry. The study received approval (No 100000135) from the University 
Human Research Ethics Committee to run until 16 November 2013, and met the 
requirements of the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research.  
Each dwelling was embedded in a housing context which, in most cases, had a 
hierarchy of authority. The researcher first sought permission from senior officials 
and then, with their consent and direction, contacted the prospective participants. In 
the situation where one participant did not wish to be part of the study, the researcher 
returned to the higher authority within that particular housing context for direction to 
another suitable participant.  
There was minimal risk to the participants, as the study did not involve any 
request to reveal personal information, and they were able to remain anonymous. 
Although the researcher upheld the confidentiality of the participants’ identities, 
some of the dwellings were at risk of being identified because of the unique nature of 
their particular housing context; by association, the developer, designer and builder 
were also potentially identifiable. The researcher, therefore, took particular care to 
choose dwellings that were typical, thus minimising the possibility of this occurring. 
The researcher photographed details only and avoided identifying specific building 
or site features. 
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4.5.3 Limitations 
The study was limited to twenty-eight participants and eleven dwellings in and 
around Brisbane, Australia. It can claim only to have explored the agency of a small 
cohort of developers, designers and builders within a limited area, in the jurisdiction 
of the Queensland Government; it does not claim the findings represent the agency of 
the Australian housing industry. 
The researcher faced three potential problems. The first was the uncertainty of 
the timing of the Livable Housing Design initiative. This uncertainty remains. The 
initiative’s implementation has been slow. The first aspirational target for social-
housing providers (100 per cent to Silver Level by 2011) was not reached, and the 
first aspirational target for all housing (25 per cent to Silver Level by 2013) has little 
chance of being met. In 2013, the long-term plans for the Livable Housing Design 
initiative remain unclear.  
The second was the risk that the participants would consider the researcher to 
have biased opinions, given her past involvement in the housing sector and her 
interest in universal design. This concern was unfounded, and the researcher was 
required only on one occasion to clarify her role as researcher and to disassociate it 
from her previous roles. Most of the participants had no prior knowledge of the 
researcher, and this was in part an outcome of the researcher’s intentional strategy to 
avoid any public activity for the duration of the study.  
The third problem was inherent in using immanent critique, which, through its 
processes, may be seen to contest and destabilise claims made by those in authority 
within the Livable Housing Design initiative (Sabia, 2010). This could also have had 
the researcher’s impartiality brought to question. This proved not to be the case. The 
delay in the implementation of the Livable Housing Design program, and the low 
level of engagement within the housing industry at the time of the study rendered this 
less of a problem than initially thought. Most participants had no prior knowledge of 
the Livable Housing Design initiative when the researcher contacted them. 
Mykhalovskiy et al. (2008), in their study of hospitals in Ontario, reflect that 
immanent critique, as the research process, attracted some criticism regarding its 
‘anecdotal’ nature. They suggest that qualitative research using immanent critique 
can be enhanced by the additional use of quantitative research. This study can also be 
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seen to have this limitation, and would benefit from quantitative research to measure 
the demand for newly-constructed inclusive housing, and the demand for the Silver 
Level features.  
4.6 CONCLUSION 
This chapter outlined the research approach. It described the methodological 
approach and the process for the selection, collection and analysis of the data. It 
reflected on the lessons from the pilot study, and then discussed its validity, its 
ethical approach and its limitations.  
In problematising the assumption of the Livable Housing Design initiative, and 
taking the viewpoint from “inside-out”, the research methodology had two 
challenges. It first had to understand what constituted the current response by the 
participants to providing inclusive housing; in particular, the Silver Level of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative. It then had to move beyond this substantive data, 
to understand how participants perceived their responsibility for providing inclusive 
housing, in particular, for the 2020 target. This qualitative research thus required a 
mixed-methods approach using Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) constructive program theory 
as a sensitising concept or guide.  
The next two chapters, Chapters Five and Six, address the first aim of the 
study: to understand the current response by individual agents to providing 
inclusive housing; in particular, to the Silver Level of access of the Livable 
Housing Design initiative. Chapter Seven addresses the second aim: to explore how 
individual agents took responsibility to provide inclusive housing, in particular, 
to reach the Livable Housing Design 2020 target. The findings in these three 
chapters inform the immanent critique process; that is, identifying the contradictions, 
exploring the problem and identifying what might assist. These steps are addressed in 
the discussion in Chapter Eight.  
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Chapter 5: Findings–current response 
The next two chapters address the first aim of the study; that is, to understand 
the current response by individual agents to the provision of inclusive housing, 
in particular, to the Silver Level of access of the Livable Housing Design 
initiative. This chapter focuses on the participants’ accounts of the provision of 
inclusive housing (See Figure 5.1) generally, while the next chapter focuses on the 
participants’ accounts with specific regard to the Silver Level and what was actually 
provided.  
 
Figure 5.1. Program Theory (Dahler-Larsen, 2001) elements as a guide to Chapter Five. 
The researcher analysed the accounts in response to the questions in the 
interview (See Appendix H), using the constant comparative method (Flick, 2006, 
pp. 392-393) to identify themes and to test them with exceptions. The questions are 
in the following order:  
 Section 5.1 describes the themes from Question Two (policy-position); 
that is, what the participants thought of the idea of inclusive housing;  
 Section 5.2 describes the themes from Question Four (moderators); that is, 
what participants considered currently affects the provision of inclusive 
housing;  
 Section 5.3 describes the themes from Question Five (moderator-
interventions); that is, what participants considered might assist their 
Question 3 
Primary-intervention 
Voluntary guidelines: 
Silver Level  
Question 2 
Policy-position 
The provision of 
Silver Level 
features in all new 
housing. 
Question 6 
Independent-
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What else could 
affect provision? 
Question 5 and 8 
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What might assist the 
provision of inclusive 
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Question 7  
Documents/site 
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Outcomes 
Dwellings with Silver 
Level features 
Question 4  
Moderators 
What currently gets in the 
way of the provision of 
inclusive housing? 
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provision of inclusive housing. This section focuses on moderator-
interventions generally; 
 Section 5.4 describes the themes from Question 8 and focuses on the 
moderator-interventions that might assist them to provide inclusive 
housing to reach the 2020 target; and  
 Section 5.5 describes the themes from Question Six (independent-
variables); that is, what factors external to the housing industry do the 
participants consider might affect the provision of inclusive housing.  
5.1 POLICY-POSITION  
Early in the interview the researcher asked the participants an open question, 
something like: “What do you think about the idea of providing access features in 
housing?” (See Appendix H, Question Two).  
Most participants within the first moments of the interview supported the idea 
of inclusive housing, then qualified their support, or did not support the idea outright. 
These accounts covered a wide range of opinions and gave little indication of 
participants’ support, or otherwise, for the individual features of inclusive housing. 
Similarly, and later in the interview, there was little indication of what “got in the 
way” of providing inclusive housing. The themes were as follows: 
5.1.1 Supportive 
Good idea: It is the right thing to do for people  
The most prevalent supportive theme was that inclusive housing helped people 
who needed it. Developer 5.1d illustrated this theme in his response: 
I think it’s a very admirable idea. I think it’s overdue. Um, I think it’s good 
to recognise that there are different people within society and that we all 
don’t have the same mobility . . . and that we should design to also allow 
those people to also live within our communities.  
Good idea: It is responsible design  
Two participants considered that inclusive housing represented good design 
and building-practice. Designer 5.1a considered that the provision of access features 
“provides more relevance to the built form”. Designer 5.1a continued: “If we can 
build something that not only suits someone’s needs now, but allows for their 
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potential or future needs, then that's a truly sustainable approach”. Builder 2.3b 
considered it his role “to build to an acceptable standard which makes it a lot easier 
for the end-user”. 
Good idea: It is good business  
Developer 3.2d took the practical view that the provision of access features 
was achievable and good for business. For him it was “one opportunity . . . to lead 
the market, to become a bit more innovative, and to show the market what can be 
done in terms of universal housing design”. 
5.1.2 Qualified support 
Good idea: But not for all housing  
The idea of “not all housing” had two meanings; the first was “only a 
percentage of housing” and the second was “only certain types of housing”. With 
regard to the former meaning, Developer 2.1d said:  
Um it’s a good idea but I think, I don’t necessarily agree that it is necessary 
to do it for all housing. I think it is impractical to make every unit and every 
house that you build to have that ability so I think there should be a certain 
percentage. But, how you decide that, I have no idea. That’s the job of 
academics and policy makers.  
With regard to the latter meaning, Site-representative 5.1s considered that the 
provision of access features was more suited to their expensive housing product. He 
explained:  
And let’s face it; the older people have amassed wealth over their life. They 
can afford to buy our properties at the high-end. They are the sort of people 
that will need things to be a little bit more liveable as they get older. So I 
think a lot of these things will probably work in well with our product and 
our target market.  
However, Developer 4.2d inferred the opposite; that access features might not suit 
their more expensive housing product: 
I think a lot of things that are an accessible design are a good thing . . . but a 
lot of products that are available aren’t as architecturally pleasing as the ones 
that architects specify and the ones you see in magazines and [buyers’] 
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expectations-for instance [in] the [expensive] house we’ve got some toilets 
that would just be a nightmare [for access]. 
Developer 5.2d considered that access features made housing less affordable: 
If this went into every house—it would greatly affect the diversity of 
[affordable] product that we have, um—a lot of our product just wouldn’t be 
able to be built if this [idea] were achieved. I just don’t think it is practical to 
put it in every dwelling.  
Good idea: But consider the cost  
Participants qualified their support because of the issue of cost. Developer 3.1d 
asked: “Is there a market for it, can it be sold? Do we have a return on that 
investment? When we put a product on the market, can we make money out of it?” 
Developer 2.3d suggested that it was a matter of compromise: “So it just depends on 
what level those requirements are, because obviously they have a cost and so, [it’s] a 
balancing act between making them so accessible and requiring quite an additional 
cost”. This balancing act was further explained by Developer 5.2d1, who said, “I 
think again it comes back to some good design principles and then having some 
requirements that [aren’t] set too high, and that the people ticking it off are a little bit 
flexible”. 
Good idea: But not for us  
Developer 1.1d qualified his support by suggesting accessibility might not be 
what individual buyers want in their housing. He considered the buyer’s right to 
choose not to have an accessible dwelling was important:  
Most of the housing is project home built-you know that market. But as a 
designer, you know, I’d have clients that might have a different view about 
how it is they are going to approach their house.  
5.1.3 Not supportive 
Poor idea: There is no need  
Builder 2.1b (second role as developer) did not support the idea when he spoke 
as a developer, though he supported the idea later when he spoke as a builder. He 
considered that it was only necessary to provide access features if the buyer asked for 
them. Further, he questioned whether every buyer would want to have access 
features included in their housing:  
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Personally, I wouldn’t be building one unless someone wants one done. 
Yeah, fair enough. Everyone’s going to be paying for it. How many houses 
are they going to build in a year for someone in a wheelchair or something or 
a disability? If someone wants a house [with access features] you build one. 
If someone doesn’t want it, why put money into one where it’s not needed?  
Developer 2.2d questioned whether people who needed access features should 
be given consideration because there were so few of them:  
I mean to say no-one wants to end up in a wheelchair, but you got to look at, 
you know, the people that live in units. How many are in wheelchair? I 
mean, what’s the real [need]? And yet you don’t want to take someone’s 
right away to live in that . . . [but] you can’t design a whole building for 
them. That’s where the cost gets out of whack.  
Poor idea: It is not good business-practice 
Designer 3.1a did not support the provision of access features because of the 
low demand, and his company considered it poor business-practice to respond to 
individual requests:  
I think there could be a stigma. I’m only speaking from my perspective of 
being in the industry for nearly 25 years or so, that there is a sense of why do 
I have to do that so . . . we won’t do variations on our product. We won’t do 
[accessible] design—we get it out in the market-place and sell it as it is. We 
won’t do modifications.  
Those participants who supported the idea did so because there were people 
who needed it; it was responsible building-practice; or it was good business. Those 
participants who qualified their support suggested that not all housing need be 
inclusive, or that inclusive housing could be provided in ways other than through the 
mainstream housing market. The participants who did not support the idea 
considered there was no demand, or that it was not good business to provide it.  
5.1.4 Patterns of support for the policy-position 
The accounts of each participant were interpreted to identify his or her overall 
position. This position was categorised “Support”, “Qualified support” or “No 
support” and listed according to their roles as developers, designers, builders or site-
representatives. The researcher became aware during the interviews that there was a 
possible relationship between the overall position of the participants and their roles; 
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as they changed their roles, the position also changed. Two participants spoke from 
two different roles within their interviews and these are listed separately. As 
previously noted, one participant spoke as a developer of public-housing (Developer 
1.1d) and also as a private developer (Developer 1.1d; second role as developer); the 
other participant spoke as a contracted builder (Builder 2.1b) and as a private 
developer (Builder 2.1b; second role as developer) (See Table 5.1 for the relationship 
of roles to overall response to the policy-position).  
Table 5.1 
Overall response to the policy-position 
Role Supportive  Qualified 
support  
No support 
Developers (d) 
 
3.2d 
 
1.1d 
2.1d 
2.3d 
3.1d 
4.1d 
4.2d 
5.1d 
5.2d 
5.2d1 
3.2d1 
1.1d (second 
role as 
developer) 
 2.1b (second 
role as 
developer) 
2.2d 
 
 
Designers (a) 
 
1.2a 
2.1a 
2.2a 
4.2a 
5.1a 
1.1a 
2.3a 
3.1a 
 
 
Builders (b) 
 
1.1b 
1.2b 
2.1b 
2.2b 
2.3b 
  
 
Site representatives (s) 1.1s 
1.2s 
5.1s  
A pattern emerged, indicating that most of the developers were unsupportive of 
or gave qualified support to, the idea of inclusive housing. The participants speaking 
as designers generally supported the idea, with no designer presenting as 
unsupportive. All the participants speaking as contracted builders supported the idea 
of inclusive housing. Two of the site-representatives supported the idea and one 
qualified his support.  
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Two participants, who spoke from two separate roles within their interview, 
were able to change their positions when they changed their roles. Developer 1.1d 
provided qualified support; he had significant experience in providing inclusive 
housing and identified its strengths and problems. When he spoke from his second 
role as a private developer, he did not support the idea of inclusive housing. Builder 
2.1b supported inclusive housing in his role as a contracted builder for community-
housing; however, when he spoke as a director of his family development company 
(Builder 2.1b; second role as a developer), he did not support the idea. 
Developer 3.2d was an exception. Unlike his developer colleagues, he supported 
the idea of inclusive housing outright. Site-representative 5.1s also differed from 
other site-representatives. His role was difficult to define, and could be interpreted as 
any of the three roles. He described himself as “managing the design team including 
consultants from the initial concept stage of a job through to delivery of tender 
documentation to a delivery team on site”.  
5.2 MODERATORS  
The researcher asked the question: “What do you think currently gets in the 
way of providing inclusive housing?” (See Appendix H, Question Four). The 
following ten themes emerged and are reported in order of prevalence: 
 Lack of mandated requirement; 
 Otherness; 
 Lack of buyer-demand; 
 Confusion surrounding the purpose of inclusive housing; 
 “It all comes down to the dollar”; 
 Inertia within the building industry; 
 Focus on demands of initial buyer; 
 Pressures of affordability of housing; 
 Natural conditions; and 
 Technical limitations. 
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Lack of mandated requirement  
Most participants considered that the lack of any legal requirement was the 
main reason for not providing access features, and offered two reasons for this. The 
first was that a legal requirement offered a “level playing field” for a very 
competitive industry. The culture of the industry relied on a regulatory framework 
with a certification process to safeguard a minimum standard. If access features were 
to cost more, make the dwelling look different, and compromise profits, then 
everyone should have to provide them. Builder 2.1b said, “Just make it law that they 
have it—if everyone knows you have to have it. You just draw your design, your 
house around it”. Developer 4.1d added, “We have to keep competing in the market-
place, so unless it’s made compulsory we would probably never go down that, that 
line”. He explained how his business worked:  
Again unless this is made compulsory—like the [brand name] doors—with 
the wider doors you pay a premium price for that—if it was made 
compulsory then the cost of the doors would come down. So, but that cost is 
never going to come down unless it is made compulsory—so there’s the 
hurdles that you have—I can’t see how it’s ever going to be voluntary 
because I can’t see—there’s not one project builder that would go that way. 
Participants considered that the regime of building regulation through the Building 
Code of Australia and certification gave peace of mind to the builder that he or she 
had complied with the law. Developer 3.1d explained: 
If . . . standards [are] developed to regulate the builder to make sure it 
happens, it will happen, because the certifiers will have it on board. The 
certifiers will make sure that it’s documented all properly—they will inspect 
it that way. . . . So to me that's the best way—it captures it and makes sure 
everyone does it. So, all the good builders who have the great intention of 
doing it anyway will do it so you are not after them. It’s like any other form 
of policing. . . . The people you are aiming at—they’re the ones that will try 
to get out of it. So it needs to be regulated so everyone complies.  
Developer 5.1d summarised this theme by acknowledging a strong reliance on 
direction from government regulation, which negated much of the goodwill to 
provide access features voluntarily:  
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It’s the dollar I guess, that is probably more important to them. But if the 
government is forcing you to get on board, then you don’t have an option. 
And I think that's more powerful than expecting people will do the right 
thing.  
The second idea was that regulation for access to public buildings was now 
part of the Building Code of Australia, and there was an expectation that similar 
requirements for housing were inevitable in the future. A number of participants 
were aware of the recent regulation for access features for common areas of Class 2 
buildings. Some saw it as the first step to the government regulating for access in 
other areas of housing. Designer 1.1a predicted: “[Regulation] will eventually come. 
In Australia this has already kicked in for Class 2s, in common areas. It will go, it 
will move forward”. Builder 2.2b illustrated this shift in thinking:  
That’s the world I live in—Class 2, as a rule. So yeah, the new premises 
conditions that have come into the new 2011 BCA cover all that off in terms 
of car park spaces, the lift requirements and the lobbies allowing wheelchairs 
to pass each other, turning circles, things like that. I don’t think there is 
much more than is required under the new legislation.  
Developer 4.2d identified that there would be some reluctance. He said: “I 
don’t agree with regulation by the way (laugh) but I think it’s the only way forward”. 
Designer 2.1a gave the only exception to this theme by suggesting that incentives 
might provide a quicker result, because of this reluctance to change within the 
housing industry:  
2.1a: I think you would probably get a better response with 
incentives than with legislation to be honest—quickly.  
I: Um, is that because, well, one architect said to me, “An 
industry that’s already practising this is more likely to accept 
regulation so take the reverse of that if they are not practising 
it, then there’s a resentment? 
2.1a: Yeah, I think there would be—I think that it’s just another 
burden in delivering. I think when Part J of the BCA 
changed—the energy efficiency requirement—so much 
complaint! It’s taken a few years to get people to accept that.  
There were no exceptions among the participants who identified this issue. The 
theme emerged as: lack of mandated requirement. 
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Otherness  
The second most prevalent idea was that inclusive housing was not needed. 
This was expressed in two ways: the first was that people with disability and older 
people generally were not part of the mainstream buying-market because there were 
not many people in this category and their housing needs were met in other ways; the 
second was that the buying-market would see access features as unnecessary and 
undesirable.  
Developer 2.2d expressed his concern that the need for access was over-
estimated:  
I mean to say, no-one wants to end up in a wheelchair but you got to look at, 
you know, the people that live in units, how many are in a wheelchair? I 
mean. What’s the real [need]? And yet, you don’t want to take someone’s 
right away to live in that but it’s—you can’t design a whole building for 
the—that’s where the cost gets, gets out of whack.  
Some participants believed people with disability and older people were being 
catered for elsewhere. Developer 3.2d1 explained, “The handicapped people had 
certain requirements. The old people had different requirements . . . So the public-
housing sector [does] actually look after those people with specific[ally] designed 
homes. I know that because I have quoted for them”. This was supported by 
Developer 2.1d who said:  
I suppose it’s going to benefit an ageing population. I don’t think it has any 
[value] for, you know, 60-80% of people who don’t have any disability at all 
. . . I don’t see any benefit for the fit and able twenty-one year old. It has no 
benefit at all.  
Designer 2.2a suggested that there was a stigma against people with disability 
within the housing industry: “I don’t know whether there is—there is still a culture 
of, once again this is quite cynical, but whether there is still a culture of ‘it doesn’t 
directly affect me so why should I consider it?’”. Developer 4.2d reported working 
with an architect whose attitude to accessible housing was: “‘I don’t design houses 
around young people or old people. Young people grow up, old people die’”. 
A number of participants considered access features and fittings were hard to 
sell. Developer 3.2d reported that, where they were required to provide a small 
percentage of accessible housing, their sales-people “don’t see how they can even 
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market the home[s]. They actually stay silent on it”. Developer 1.1d shared the 
thinking of his buyers when he was in private practice: “It doesn’t fit with your 
picture of what a house is and what you want out of your house and what you see is 
the right house for your piece of land . . . oh no, it’s not my image of a house”.  
Developer 4.2d described a separation between his personal need for access 
and his imperative to make a profit: 
So yeah but as far as the concept of it I think it’s a great concept. I’d 
certainly use it myself but I think, um, the developments have to be—at the 
end of the day the developments, um, well, the developers need to make 
money. 
Designer 2.1a confessed to her lack of thought regarding access beyond the buyer: 
“When I was reading [the Livable Housing Design guidelines] I had not once 
considered families with prams in all the years—I hadn’t thought of it”. Developer 
3.2d1 shared his personal experience of living with his mother-in-law: “We were 
fortunate enough to have 820[mm] doors and then access to the toilet, because we 
had to put the toilet frame over the toilet. And then the shower had no hobs”. He then 
described his company’s response to inclusive housing: 
It’s a franchised business—[we] build approximately 500 houses a year. Ah, 
I would say that not one of those houses is built specifically for the aged or 
the handicapped, unless you do get a specific request for it. All our plans are 
a standard based plan with standard based doors. So that they—some houses 
would have hobs on the showers just depending on how the builder builds it. 
The exceptions were Builder 2.3b and Designer 5.1a, who considered the 
inclusion of access features to be good building-practice. Site-representative 1.2s, 
Builder 1.2b and Designer 2.2a suggested personal experience had influenced their 
commitment, or their organisation’s commitment to provide access features. Site-
representative 1.2s shared an event which shaped his practice, and led him to be a 
strong advocate for the provision of access features: 
I built two disabled houses when I was actually working as a carpenter. And 
I had a number of fights with the [council] building inspector because I built 
a house for two children [with a disability] and those children went to school 
with my children they lived up the road . . . But the [council] would not 
allow him to have landings level with the floor of the building. Which I think 
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is a disgrace. It’s an absolute disgrace because those children had to come 
out and manipulate 150mm step down in a wheelchair right so they could get 
out on the patio . . . I said to the building inspector at the time, I said, “I am 
going to change this”. He said, “Oh you’ll never change this”. I said: Don’t 
ever believe that, I will get it changed”. And what are we using now? We are 
using the minimum step ramped up the buildings and everything like that. I 
said, “I won’t rest until I change it” right? He said, “You’ll never change 
that”. I said, “Yes, we will. We’ll change that. You wait and see”. And those 
changes are now coming into vogue.  
Builder 1.2b who came from another country compared the Australian culture to his 
experience overseas: 
Sometimes people understood because they have some close relative 
struggling with that but you don’t need to have somebody close to you to 
understand this. You call it, as you live in a community, you must look after 
each other. And here in Australia they look after disabled but overseas where 
I worked, people didn’t care. So here it is a really good thing to do.  
Designer 2.2a, from a large company, offered his understanding of why they took a 
positive stance on the provision of access features:  
You know, [our company] have had people who required care and they 
couldn’t find anywhere, anywhere to adequately provide that level of service 
or care and so I guess, as a company, we’ve supported that and moved 
forward. So there has been a cultural change—there’s been a shift because 
we have been very directly affected, um, and become aware of that through 
our interaction.  
All participants who raised this issue acknowledged that designing and 
building for people with disability required a response outside of the mainstream 
housing market. These responses are distilled into the theme: otherness. 
Lack of buyer-demand  
The third most prevalent theme was the problem of buyer-demand. Two sub-
themes emerged. The first was that the demand for access features should come from 
the buying public; no demand meant there was no need. Designer 3.1a explained the 
commercial reality for his company:  
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I would find it very difficult to get [the idea of access features] across the 
line because, again—the marketing guys would say there’s no uptake. 
There’s nobody coming through our doors. There’s no advantage for us to do 
this—actually, it’s a disadvantage.  
Site-representative 5.1s contributed to this sub-theme by inferring that current 
practice was justified due to the lack of feedback from the public: “. . . We don’t see 
many people who are out there, you know, complaining about buildings and how 
they are not working for them”.  
The second sub-theme came from participants suggesting that buyers chose not 
to purchase housing with access features even when it was available or they needed 
them. Two developers, both of whom had provided inclusive housing under the 
ULDA developments, reported their experiences: Developer 5.1d said: 
There are other projects I have worked on where [the accessible apartments] 
were often the last apartments to sell. Um, people would walk in there and 
they would know it was an accessible apartment and they wouldn’t want 
one. They would want just a regular apartment.  
Developer 5.2d said: 
Look, we had a house in stage 2. Um, a buyer as an investor wanted to build 
an accessible house because he had a son in a wheelchair. He was building it 
for an investment. And he had gone through the process and said, “You 
know, one day I think we’ll move into this—I want to make sure it is ready 
for my son—um so they went through and changed the design to make it 
accessible and it was about $40,000 more to the cost of the house—and once 
he actually got that kind of cost they decided they wouldn’t proceed with it . 
. . Um, so there’s an accessible user who chose not to go down the accessible 
features.  
This overall theme was: lack of buyer-demand. There were no exceptions 
among the participants who identified this issue.  
Confusion about the purpose of inclusive housing 
The fourth most prevalent theme centred on the purpose of inclusive housing. 
Participants expressed concern about the number of access guidelines that were 
available, resulting in confusion and a reluctance to comply. Designer 2.3a explained 
his experience: 
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And they come and they say it’s to be accessible and the next email it says it 
has to be adaptable. The next email, it has to be universal and then livable, 
and then finally, it’s disabled. And then there are six or seven different codes 
and you go, actually the adaptable code doesn’t relate to the disabled code. 
They have different features. The disabled code allows various things for a 
disabled home. You have already signed onto a design six years ago to 
finally get through Council, and you finally get your money together, and 
you can’t fit it. You know, you are hamstrung by that, and they say, “You 
have to make it work”.  
Where access features had been provided as a requirement, Site-representative 
5.1s used his lack of understanding of the purpose of inclusive housing, and the lack 
of a clear explanation, as an excuse for his reluctance:  
They certainly haven’t been knocking down our door to buy [the accessible 
units] so you know that concerns me in a way. Like, where is the demand? Is 
it really a demand? Or is it just some sort of extra government impost that’s 
going to be launched upon us?  
Designer 2.3a explained that the reaction of his colleagues to this lack of 
understanding and lack of clear explanation was either to do nothing, or to do too 
much:  
There is a lot of conflicting information. Conflicting information gets one of 
two reactions, I find. People ignore it totally, they just continue what they 
were doing and bury their head in the sand, or they take the most extreme 
result and then sort of go for a full disability code and, like I say, that can be 
just as unwelcoming.  
Some participants were confused by what is perceived to be conflicting policy 
directions. The first policy conflict was between the recommendation of step-free 
entries, and a recommendation for design changes to prevent damage from flooding.
8
 
Designer 1.1a said:  
At the moment there are areas in Brisbane that need to go another metre 
higher and building above the flood level. It’s not going to work with these 
                                            
 
8
 The interviews followed a period of extensive and unprecedented flooding from unnatural weather 
conditions in Queensland in January and February 2011. 
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kinds of rules. There has to be a start of a lot of exemption in terms of what 
the site is telling you.  
The second policy conflict was between the direction towards higher density, smaller 
building lots and more affordable housing, and the recommendation for more 
accessible designs. Developer 5.2d explained this tension: 
So I guess, yes, I see that this should go somewhat towards the 2020 goal—
but I think, at the same time, you are also then discriminating against people 
who can’t afford to get into a full house, and can only afford to live in a little 
apartment above a garage, and letting them get into the property market—so 
I don’t think you can be everything to everyone. There’s a balance that has 
to be played out.  
Developer 1.1d considered the Livable Housing Design guidelines were confusing 
and unrealistic: 
There was a weakness to me in the way the guidelines were written, that 
leaves you reading them as though there’s a slight lack of reality in there . . . 
you start in a negative place in reading it because of that, for me.  
Designer 2.3a summarised this policy confusion, by identifying a loss of faith in the 
original policy-position: 
Thus far, we don’t seem to have a government that openly has a plan on 
either side of government or at multiple levels of government. Somehow you 
have to establish faith in the population.  
There were no exceptions among the participants who identified this issue. The 
overall theme emerged as: confusion about the purpose of inclusive housing.  
“It all comes down to the dollar”  
Many responses focused on the question of cost. Participants considered that 
their task was to make a profit, and this over-rode any long-term responsibility to the 
future users of housing. This was summarised by Designer 3.1a:  
I think the biggest thing is the return on the dollar. I am so tied up in the 
design field that I don’t put my head up and look at what’s happening in the 
rest of the world and make sure I am doing the scope of what I need to do. 
But continuously, in all areas where I try to put good design practice and go 
outside the square and promote different ideas, unless there is a return there 
on the dollar, it’s generally not looked at.  
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Participants who were providing social-housing acknowledged that these 
financial priorities were softened by long-term management issues. Even within this 
housing context, the broader industry concerns for cost prevailed. Designer 2.1a 
described this tension: 
At this job at [project], the [developer] is not-for-profit so they are just as 
passionate about it as I am. The builder wasn’t going to get away with it, no 
matter how hard he tried. But having that one person, and it’s not necessarily 
in the organisation, it comes down to a person. If this job went to another 
architect in this practice and they didn’t have to do things to comply with the 
[access guidelines], I am sure you wouldn’t have got the same outcome. 
Some participants acknowledged that, although the cost of adding Silver Level 
access features would be minimal, it would be enough to deter them from providing 
them. Developer 2.2d explained: 
I: What do you think would get in the way of, um, you know the 
Silver Level of this happening—being taken up 
2.2d: It’s only cost. Whilst [the cost is] not major on some of those, 
you would be just adding another level of cost at the moment, 
which people would perceive price-point-driven at the 
moment—rather than being in a bubble where everyone, um, 
[is] just trying to get their hands on a property regardless of 
what it costs. So even to the point where you add another 
$5,000 of costs in a project that’s another $5,000 which when 
the price-point is set at $300,000 that $5,000 is coming out of 
the developer’s pocket. So that would be my—that’s the only 
reason—none of them are, in a planning sense, any real 
imposition—just that little incremental cost on the project.  
Builder 2.2b explained the pressures on the developer having to balance the 
added cost with his role of being responsible for the development’s financial 
investment:  
As I said, the big one is the developer [being] willing to accept the cost in 
implementing this. It’s voluntary—we need to be realistic that there are costs 
associated with implementing this—the spatial requirements, et cetera, of 
making this work [are] going to reduce the let-able area they have available 
to recreate units. So that the big one—to win over the people who are 
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outlaying the money for these developments. So if they ultimately can’t pass 
on the costs to the end-user, um, then the chances are the feasibility won’t 
work for them and the project won’t proceed. 
The cost issue was two-fold: the first issue was the additional cost of the 
features, which was generally acknowledged to be small; the second issue was the 
cost incurred in changing their current practice. Developer 4.1d explained: 
You got to understand there’s a lot of cost in doing this because every 
builder is going to have to redesign every one of their houses. And there’s a 
huge amount of costs involved in doing that—as colour brochures people 
have, and all that type of thing. All that’s got to change. You know, one 
colour brochure costs $400. If you’ve got 20 houses designs the cost can be 
quite large. . . . With the wider doors you pay a premium price for that—if it 
was made compulsory then the cost of the doors would come down. So, but 
that cost is never going to come down unless it is made compulsory—so 
there are the hurdles that you have. I can’t see how it’s ever going to be 
voluntary because I can’t see—there’s not one project builder that would go 
that way. 
The exception was Designer 5.1a who considered the Silver Level features to 
be comparable to his company’s current building standard. He said: “In terms for that 
Silver Level, I believe there is very little in terms of added cost. Because, I mean, 
generally the Silver [level] . . . is nothing in addition [to what] we would normally 
do”. Site-representative 5.1s, from the same dwelling, disagreed:  
At the end of the day, it’s all about dollars for us, trying to get jobs to stack 
up and to try and make a profit. So there are some costs, definitely some 
costs in that in terms of inefficiencies in floor areas and car-parks and things 
like that. 
This theme is best expressed as: “It all comes down to the dollar”. There was 
contention about the amount of the cost, and how the cost was incurred; however, 
any perceived additional cost pre-empted most participants’ good-will in providing 
access features voluntarily.  
Inertia within the housing industry  
Participants identified a culture of reluctance to change or to build in the 
manner that is new to them; this would expose them to possible mistakes and 
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expenses, and require them to learn new ways of doing things. Designer 1.2a 
explained: 
I guess [the housing industry is] afraid of doing something that’s going to 
change their routine, might expose them to risk, either financial risk or 
liability of some kind, I guess they are afraid of new things because there is 
the potential they could lose out in some way. 
There was also a culture of building by rote. Developer 3.1d commented on 
this practice: “If I asked them, ‘Why did you do it this way?’ they [would] say, 
‘Because I always have’”. Designer 2.3a considered this to be widespread practice:  
We tend to see the developments happen and you see the same features from 
development to development. And you have a series of tradespeople that 
work from development to development and you have the same banks who 
fund those developments and the same developer. And there seems to be a 
trend in the lineage that slowly changed over time but generally you could 
almost pick the lineage between all of the elements and feel of the features. 
Um, people tend to, in difficult times and even in good times; they will take 
a formula that works and apply it.  
Most participants suggested that changing established building-practice was 
difficult, even when assistance was available. Site-representative 1.2s explained his 
experience in trying to assist his colleagues to change: “I tried a number of times 
when the work was pretty good to get builders to build [inclusive] houses . . . But no, 
nobody would take me up on the offer”. Developer 4.2d explained the challenges of 
communicating: 
The challenge is getting the information to the people actually doing it, and 
the general builders. You will get it to, like I said, the big companies . . . 
[but] what I would say is the majority of the industry, I think the BSA and 
any of those, struggle getting information to them, in up-skilling. It’s usually 
only with a stick that they find out when they’ve done something wrong 
(laugh).  
A number of participants recognised the social justice issues connected with 
the provision of access features; however, they were reluctant to change how they 
did business, even if it meant a possible expanded market. Developer 1.1d (second 
role as developer) explained: 
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[Builders] were always very careful about how out on a limb they would go 
with the design. It’s a big deal for them to have a display home that nobody 
buys at the end of the day because it had some features in it that didn’t quite 
work.  
Developer 2.2d expanded on this reluctance to take risks in relation to the use 
of a voluntary guideline. He identified the risks of not making profit the priority:  
If someone’s not going to get more value for their product because they are 
volunteering something, why would they do it? Just because they say they 
can? Unlikely. They may do it once but, once they find out their opposition 
is not doing it then at the same value of the product, they will go, “What am 
I doing this for?” Unless they are very, um, moralistic—have a moralistic 
view on it.  
On the other hand, Developer 5.1d identified the dilemma of how much risk to take:  
So you don’t want to be left with the compromised units at the end of the 
day. So, whether you would choose to do it, I think, um, that's the direction 
the industry is moving in and you don’t want to be left behind. At the same 
time, you would have to be pretty informed in terms of how many you did. 
You wouldn’t do all of them.  
The exception was Developer 2.3d who suggested that builders were not so set 
in their ways: 
I think it would probably be a large proportion of just doing things the way 
they have always been done. I don’t think it’s necessarily risk-aversion as 
such. I mean it would probably be a little bit of that. They don’t know about 
it, so they won’t use it. They may not be educated about it as well. And I 
think you just need to make sure you can prove it to them, that they can 
touch and feel something that proves to them that it’s just not that difficult.  
Developer 2.3d alerted the researcher to possible moderator-interventions for this 
theme. With this exception in mind, the overall theme came to: inertia in the housing 
industry.  
Focus on demands of initial buyer  
Participants identified the importance of meeting the demands of the initial 
buyer in spite of the needs of future occupants of the dwelling. Developer 2.2d 
explained how the speculative market targeted a particular age or client group: 
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It depends on what market you are pitching it at—if you are pitching it at a 
young family, they are not really going to be interested in whether it is 
universal or not because it’s not relevant to their daily activities, but if you 
are pitching it at someone probably over forty or over fifty, then it probably 
will be a consideration at their time of life. It might be where they are. 
Probably their parents are more elderly.  
Developer 3.1d explained that the point-of-sale was the focus for his 
developments: 
So we are constantly changing our product to suit what people are going to 
buy. I think primarily builders are a little bit like that . . . they just want to 
sell their product so they want to focus on what will sell. So, we are pretty 
active about getting that feedback from all our staff through ourselves, our 
offices as to what people want. 
This buying-market did not necessarily demand features that would be useful 
to them. Developer 4.1d considered some buyers to be unconcerned by building 
details, “Some people love it with those step-downs anywhere. But others don’t care 
less—they look at the house and that’s what they want—a house. They don’t really 
care how it’s built. Developer 2.3d supported this by suggesting that buyers were 
idiosyncratic in their choices. He gave an example of buyer-demand: “I want that 
door and I want that shower. I want that cool shower that sits in the middle of the 
bathroom”. 
A small number of participants referred to a personal connection with people 
requiring access features; however, this experience influenced their focus on the 
initial buyer. For example, Developer 3.2d1 recognised the benefits of some of the 
features in his own home: 
When our mother-in-law came to stay with us, she was an able person and, 
as the years went on, she went into a walker . . . That worked out fine until 
she went into a wheelchair. But because we had 820 doors on the house she 
still had access into any part of her bedroom . . . If anybody built a home and 
came down to the 770mm doors, they would be struggling to get a 
wheelchair in that opening. So um, in that respect we were pretty, we were 
catering for her.  
He then identified the challenge of bringing this personal experience to his business: 
 Findings–current response 107 
Do you do the right thing for the client or do you give the bare minimum to 
the client? Then the client will come in and say you are ten thousand dollars 
dearer than this person. And you say, “Well, I’ve done this”, and they say, “I 
can’t afford that—I can afford him”.  
Developer 4.2d was more matter-of-fact about this sublimation: 
So yeah but as far as the concept of [inclusive housing] I think it’s a great 
concept. I’d certainly use it myself but I think, um, the developments have to 
be, at the end of the day, the developments, um, well, the developers need to 
make money.  
The exception was Designer 2.3a who reflected on the consequence of a focus on the 
demands of the initial buyer: 
I think in society you don’t tend to hear about the people that get affected 
most often until it’s too late. There are people, segments of society who you 
just don’t hear about. They get heavily affected by it and you don’t know. 
The overall theme was distilled as: focus on the demands of the initial buyer. 
Pressures of affordability of housing  
The increasing cost of housing generally was a concern to a number of 
participants. There were two sub-themes: the demand for a higher standard of 
housing generally, and the down-turn in the economy. The provision of the Silver 
Level features was considered to be yet another cost to be borne by the individual 
buyer at a time of other requirements. Builder 2.1b (second role as developer) 
explained: 
It’s just getting dear for everyone—when you are talking about how much 
glass is in a place now, and insulation [that’s] got to go in a place now, I 
think of the first-home-buyer with all that cost they can’t afford. It might be 
okay for you and me or the second-home-buyers; your house is twenty-five 
squares or something. You probably want a water tank anyway. If someone 
is on the bare minimum wage and going to have to put a tank in and 
insulation and extra glass—tinted glass—it’s a big expense for them—and 
they can’t afford all that sort of stuff.  
The inclusion of access features was seen as an unnecessary cost, given the 
recent down-turn in the economy, and was presented by Site-representative 5.1s as 
yet another assault on the profit margin of the housing provider: 
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I guess it’s only, it comes back to dollars. It certainly isn’t helping the 
industry to deliver up affordable, more affordable product. It’s just another 
hurdle in our way. So yeah, the economy at the moment is certainly tough 
and we are struggling. And yeah, any more impost isn’t going to make things 
easier.  
This theme was similar to the theme on it all comes down to the dollar 
although it contests the idea of inclusive housing up against the broader issues of 
affordability and supply. No participant contested this theme by suggesting that 
inclusive housing was congruent with affordability. This theme emerged as: 
pressures of affordability of housing. 
Natural conditions  
The participants identified three natural conditions as reasons not to provide 
access features: the presence of hilly terrain, termites, and flooding. These features 
are considered separately and together. Separately, hilly terrain was considered a 
reason for not providing for access features. For example, Designer 1.1a said: 
“Someone wouldn’t choose that street because, once they were on the street, they 
couldn’t go anywhere, anyway”. Developer 1.1d (second role as developer) said: 
“Livable Housing Design starts out at a negative place for me because it doesn’t state 
clearly enough up front that there are weird sites out there”. The presence of termites 
was also a reason not to provide access features. Designer 1.1a explained: “The 
further north you get, the white ants get more voracious. And the closer you put the 
building down to the ground level the harder it all becomes”. Flooding was of 
particular concern to Designer 1.1a:  
I can’t imagine [not allowing] any future development because it’s going to 
flood occasionally, and doing it to these rules means you are doing it even 
more into the flood—right down—you are right down in the mud almost. 
100mm rain and you flood.  
This emphasis may be due to the interviews occurring at the time of the wide-spread 
flooding in Queensland, in January 2011.  
These three reasons were also brought together by Designer 2.3a in defence of 
the former traditional housing style, the “Queenslander”. This is a timber dwelling 
built on stumps, accessed by stairs, and designed to manage termite infestation, 
temperature and minor flooding:  
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Yeah, that can be difficult because coming in at grade essentially means that 
you are bringing the house closer to the ground, and in Queensland that 
primarily goes against the idea of what a Queenslander is. So to get someone 
to ramp up to the level of the entrance of the house, assuming it’s ground 
floor entry, [is difficult] and the reality is a lot of sites in a hilly area don’t 
allow you to do that. So, if you live in a flood-prone area, it throws up a 
whole lot of other issues.  
There were no exceptions among the participants who identified this issue. The 
overall theme emerged as: natural conditions.  
Technical limitations 
Some participants considered features, such as step-free showers and pathways 
providing access from the street, as barriers. Developer 4.2d said: “So I think it’s 
something like eight-out-of-ten problems with the BSA are shower-related issues 
with falls not working or shower-screens not working or—it’s a big statistic”. 
Builder 2.1b said: “You are always going to get wet floors outside no matter what 
you’re going to do. Shower curtains are just as bad, if not worse”. Designer 1.1a who 
had overseen the construction of many step-free showers emphasised the complexity 
of this feature: “We have builders who build all the time and still bugger it up”. 
Similarly, sloping terrain held a similar concern for Designer 2.3a:  
You know it is difficult to manage a metre at 1:40 and if it’s 3.6 metres, you 
end up needing about 40 metre in ramps which is about a $50,000-$60,000 
cost to a project which, at the lower end of housing, will throw the whole 
project out.  
Site-representative 1.1s raised the issue of working with local authorities 
whose practices impact on the provision of Silver Level access: 
The major [issue] would be giving access from the footpath to the dwelling.  
. . . The street to the dwelling is probably a bigger inhibiter because a lot of 
older areas have footpaths that have falls in them, whereas because it 
depends on the council as well.  
Site-representative 1.2s and Builder 2.3b did not agree with these barriers. They both 
emphasised a willingness to solve issues of implementation to ensure access would 
be provided. With these exceptions in mind, the theme coalesced as: technical 
limitations. 
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In summary, the participants identified ten moderators that would inhibit the 
voluntary provision of inclusive housing. The more prevalent themes were: lack of 
any requirement for its provision; the assumption that people with disability were 
“other” than the buying-market; and a lack of buyer-demand. There was also 
confusion about the purpose of inclusive housing. The focus for participants was 
profit and meeting buyer-demand; this over-rode consideration of the long-term 
implications of their housing provision. There was also concern about the rising cost 
of housing generally.  
Participants identified that inertia within the culture of the housing industry 
was an impediment; current housing practice avoided change that incurred risk-
taking. This included a reluctance to change tried-and-true designs and building 
methods that managed natural conditions, such as termites, flooding and hilly terrain. 
The participants considered that the day-to-day issues of the housing industry got in 
the way of thinking about the long-term implications for people who needed 
inclusive housing; this was despite the fact that some participants understood these 
implications at a personal level.  
5.3 MODERATOR-INTERVENTIONS  
This section focuses on participants’ accounts in response to the question: 
“What would assist you to provide access features and overcome any of these 
difficulties?” (See Appendix H, Question Five.) The following seven themes 
emerged and are reported in order of prevalence: 
 Need for a higher authority; 
 Consultative process towards regulation; 
 Take leadership and demonstrate best practice; 
 A coherent, consistent and positive message; 
 Explanation of the extent of task; 
 Improvement of professional practice; and 
 Encourage demand at the point-of-sale. 
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Direction from a higher authority  
The predominant theme was that, regardless of any goodwill towards a 
voluntary approach, the industry relied on direction from a higher authority to guide 
them. Regulation was considered to minimise risk and offered certainty in their 
contracts. Developer 1.1d (second role as developer) explained: 
There needs to be a common base line. [Businesses] don’t want to go too far 
out from what they think, um, is standard practice because they might be 
going out too far on a limb. So you know if it’s legislated, there it is in black 
and white. They know if they provide that, everyone else is providing that as 
well, so they are not taking a huge risk. And then they can just find a 
different way of marketing it or a different colour to paint it or different logo 
for their building company that appeals to a different client group.  
Developer 2.1d considered regulation was instrumental in how the industry 
worked. He explained: “I don’t know why there would be a resistance having it as 
regulation because just about everything else in the building process is regulated. I 
can't see why there would be resistance to it”. Developer 5.1d felt regulation was 
necessary because more immediate pressures got in the way of any goodwill to make 
changes voluntarily: 
I think most people do generally want to do the right thing but if they don’t 
have to they won’t. It’s the dollar, I guess, that is probably more important to 
them. But if the government is forcing you to get on board, then you don’t 
have an option. And I think that's more powerful than expecting people will 
do the right thing.  
Developer 4.2d had a more jaundiced view of the behaviour of the industry: 
I don’t agree with regulation by the way (laugh) but I think it’s the only way 
forward. I just don’t think that, you know, given the choice people will take 
the choice [of providing access features]. They will always take the easy 
way. That tends to be the way, yeah. We see here at work and anywhere else 
I go. They don’t really, um, make what we would probably consider the right 
choices.  
Developer 3.1d considered the industry needed mandated requirements to 
guide them. Regulation offered, with it, an inbuilt quality-control mechanism that 
uses independent certifiers. He explained: 
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This is why I am saying, I suppose, I keep channelling it back to the 
regulation. If the industry or the Australian standard is developed to regulate 
the builder to make sure it happens, it will happen, because the certifiers will 
have it on board. The certifiers will make sure that it’s all documented 
properly—they will inspect it that way. So, to me, that's the best way—it 
captures it and makes sure everyone does it.  
Builder 1.1b supported this view: “The BSA is the key to make them change [their 
practice]. Once they’ve changed it, it’s like it’s the law of construction basically. So 
that’s what has to happen”. He suggested that legislation with the certification 
process also offered the buyer a safeguard: “If the owner’s not happy, [the 
complaint] will go back to the BSA, so there will be a dispute between yourself and 
the owner, with the BSA stepping in”.  
No participant disagreed that regulation would provide the most reliable 
outcome, and would minimise risk; however there were differing opinions about how 
well it would be accepted. This theme emerged as: need for direction from a higher 
authority. 
Consultative process towards regulation 
The theme that followed was the need for a consultative process towards 
mandated regulation. This was seen by some participants to be critical to its success. 
Designer 2.3a identified the need for consultation with all the people involved to “get 
it right”: 
You just couldn’t come in and say, “This is what we are doing”. You would 
have to work with everyone. You would have to work with Occupational 
Therapists. You would have to work with the government, annoyingly. You 
would have to work with banks. You would have to work with councils. And 
it’s not an easy process, and it probably will take six years, so, if not more. 
But you don’t make change unless you try and change. That’s probably my 
feeling. 
He emphasised the need for the housing industry to have some say:  
You work your way through all of this. The builders, the industry [should] 
explore the issues, what the problems it is causing, how you should do it. 
Then you have a clearer picture to present. If you let the government, some 
of the government or the departments, be the leader, lead the way in, you 
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will end with something which will cause some pain in the industry. If the 
industry comes up with the answers of what it can do but can’t sell it or think 
it is costing too much or whatever the reasons are . . . then they have 
something to talk to government with. If the government comes up with 
something tomorrow then [the builders] are scrambling to deal with it. 
Designer 1.1a stressed the importance of practising through a voluntary approach in 
preparation for the inevitability of legislation:  
The voluntary stage is fine because it enables some of the wrinkles to be 
thrashed out before it becomes something. If you don’t do that and bring in 
legislation, then the wrinkles get thrashed out after the legislation, which is 
harder. [This is] because legislation is in place and you’ve got to try and go 
for some changes [which] just becomes expensive and too hard. So I am 
happy with this process to start, and everyone can air their points of view, 
and we can try it and can establish how hard it’s going to be. . . . But at the 
end of the day, if you really want this, there has to be some legislation. 
Developer 2.2d suggested a gradual process towards a mandated approach, and 
assigning priority to those features that were of greater importance: 
I think you would have to break it down into the elements of the code you 
are trying to achieve. . . . You would rank the things in significance or 
importance. So is accessibility to the development as big an issue as the 
internal safety in the bathroom? That’s what you have to ask yourself. Where 
are the most accidents happen[ing] in the home? . . . Because if you get good 
take-up on a few things . . . then other things may follow. If you try and do it 
all in one go, it’s probably unlikely you are going to get good take-up on 
anything. 
Designer 2.2a suggested that the process was primarily an educative one, which 
would allow the housing industry to understand the social changes that are 
happening, and the effect on their businesses: 
If the government is having difficulty . . . imposing some of these things 
because it’s deemed an imposition, it’s much better to get people involved 
and, um, in a conversation and problem-solving what is approaching, 
because there’s ownership and there’s fundamental shifts in the way people 
think about it. . . . You know, some of those things will come about because 
of the shifts in our society around ageing populations and requirements for, 
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you know, live-in care or, you know, those kinds of things. But, in addition 
to that, there needs to be conversations about it because the people who 
aren’t directly affected by it may not be [aware]. They are probably aware of 
it, but they might not care, or they might not see the potential for it in the 
market, or they might not see the need for it, because it doesn’t directly 
affect them. 
It would then allow the proactive companies to gain a business advantage with 
the knowledge, and to begin to practise the changes before they are regulated. 
Developer 5.2d1 explained: 
Because [the access features] are no different to the other things that the 
industry has had to take on as regulation. And it will be for the players of the 
market that understand and take it on and start the development to be ahead 
of the one that’s still procrastinating about the requirements and throwing 
every, you know, hurdle in front of the reason to take it on, when the Silver 
[level] requirements really aren’t over the top.  
Developer 3.2d warned that a preparation period would be only partly 
successful, regardless, and there would always be people who would not change 
voluntarily: 
I think there’s always going to be a certain percentage that is not going to do 
it voluntarily. They are just going to do the bare minimum that the 
legislation requires of them; that’s their nature. They will do the bare 
minimum in terms of workplace health and safety. They will do the bare 
minimum with environmental requirements, so they won’t go and do any 
more than they have to. Hopefully eighty per cent is covered by then. It’s 
just the twenty per cent that have to bring it in.  
Developer 3.1d contested this. He considered regulation to be a strategy that 
would be easily accepted by the housing industry. Previous mandated requirements 
for access have preceded this possibility, and the industry is quickly getting used to 
the idea: 
I: [Regarding regulation] would they need education? 
3.1d: Yeah, possibly, possibly, but it wouldn’t take much. . . . I think 
people who want to do the right thing—a lot of builders, 
developers who are good at what they do—it won’t take them 
long to get their head around this. It’s already in place anyway. 
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A lot of builders build places with disabled access before 
which comes under those codes. It’s nothing new is it? It’s just 
new in a wider sense. That’s all, isn’t it? 
Given this exception, the theme emerged as: consultative process towards 
regulation. 
Leadership and demonstration of best practices  
Participants considered that the housing industry could take leadership and 
demonstrate that the provision of access features made good sense. They gave three 
possible ways in which this could be done.  
The first was by the larger organisations taking leadership because they could 
take business risks not possible by the smaller providers. Two developers from large 
private corporations expressed confidence in providing access features because they 
had previously demonstrated their capacity to do this. Developer 3.1d explained that 
this came from their experience and breadth of work: 
It wouldn’t take much—people in my position should know their Australian 
standards and if they don’t—look, I don’t profess to know them all, but I can 
generally get a feeling if something’s right or not right. Then I can go back 
to the book—you know what I mean. I think people who want to do the right 
thing—a lot of builders, developers who are good at what they do—it won’t 
take them long to get their head around this. It’s already in place anyway. A 
lot of builders build places with disabled access before which comes under 
those codes. It’s nothing new is it? It’s just new in a wider sense. That's all, 
isn’t it?  
Developer 3.2d explained that the gradual process of getting the idea of access 
features accepted was possible in an organisation that could experiment and 
demonstrate without great risks: 
Our retirement housing business has already started on that path. They 
already incorporate the minimum Silver Level in all of their housing and it is 
understandable that they would do that. They are most likely looking to 
increase that level to the Gold Level at some point, once they have 
established the Silver Level and then have that bedded in. We are looking at 
how we can incorporate that into our housing. The first step is looking at 
what we can do from our own built-form perspective and how we can 
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include that in. Certainly, the Silver Level was the starting point to do that. I 
also see that as one opportunity for us to lead the market, to become a bit 
more innovative and to show the market what can be done in terms of 
universal housing design.  
The second way in which the housing industry could take leadership and 
demonstrate that the provision of access features made good sense was by 
demonstrating that doing more than the minimum was good business-practice. 
Builder 2.3b said: 
From my business point-of-view, I would take [the voluntary access code] 
on board. I would actually use it as a marketing tool also. Um, yeah, I think 
it’s important that builders sort of look outside the square and actually look 
and try to do things over and above what the code states. Because it gives 
you a good report. It gives you a good name and also it reflects on you as a 
business, that you actually care, you are not just there for the money. You 
are actually there for the satisfaction of the end-user.  
Designer 5.1a affirmed this point: 
I think there are some benefits to a company in providing over and above the 
minimum, whether it be in these requirements or in other areas. [Our 
organisation] doesn’t construct to the minimum standard. We have standards 
which are much higher than the minimum. So, and that follows our 
philosophy with sustainability with everything. We want to be at the 
forefront of it. We don’t want to be followers.  
The third way in which the industry could take leadership, and demonstrate 
that the provision of access features made good sense, was challenging colleagues 
within the industry to improve their design and construction skills. A few participants 
were willing to take action beyond what was required of them. Site-representative 
1.2s, for example, spoke of his own willingness to call people to account:  
About 12 months ago [a builder] said, “I’ve been building these [access 
features] for 22 years”. I said, “Bully for you. I’ve been in the building trade 
for 53 years”. Funny, he never said anything about it after that and on Friday 
we will be going to look at that building and most of the things that I told 
him to do, he is doing. 
Designer 2.1a suggested, however, that taking a stand was not easy:  
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I am just stating the fact that it takes passion and persuasion when you are 
sitting on the other side of the phone, when the builder is screaming at you 
because they can’t put the plywood on the studs, to say, “Keep doing it”. 
And when you go out on site and you see they’ve only put a strip of about 
300[mm] high when it should be 700mm, you have to challenge [the builder] 
to haul it out and do it again.  
There were no exceptions among the participants who identified this issue. The 
theme emerged as: take leadership and demonstrate best practice. 
A coherent, consistent and positive message 
Participants identified the importance of understanding why inclusive housing 
was needed, and of the message being consistent and coherent. Developer 1.1d cited 
his experience with a previous voluntary guideline where the message was consistent 
not only to all stakeholders but also with other voluntary guidelines:  
Maybe I am certainly influenced by the [previous] approach—I always felt it 
was, um, having everyone on the same page and working very, you know 
working as we did, making sure everyone had the same message and even 
that trick, I suppose, of capturing it into the sustainability message, which 
was becoming very popular.  
The message needed to be respectful of the level of current understanding 
within the industry. Builder 1.2b commented: “People, they know about it but maybe 
it might be an idea to remind [them] and explain more about it”. Developer 1.1d, 
who had previous involvement in a similar educative initiative, expanded on this by 
emphasising that the message needed to match the level of understanding within the 
industry:  
Rather than explain to them there is an ageing population, you would say, 
“In this ageing population, we have needs. We need to think about the 
future”. Um, I think, in a way, the property market has moved since [the 
previous initiative].  
Designer 2.1a indicated the importance of understanding the implications of 
access features for future occupants in the dwellings; he explained: 
Yes, actually, it would be interesting to see what reaction you get when you 
ask [the builder] . . . what if you actually did that on the other level—stepped 
the slab and then ramped it—what the cost is? I mean if people, builders, 
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were made aware of the massive difference that would make, they may be 
willing to accept the cost. 
Builder 2.2b suggested that the implications of providing or not providing access 
features should be included in information strategies: “I think the education won’t be 
how to meet [access needs]; education is about the actual benefits of [providing] it 
and what they are”.  
For some, this message needed to go beyond the housing industry. Developer 
3.2d said: “So, yes, I think there needs to be community awareness as to why it’s 
good, why it’s aspirational for homes to be designed like this”.  
Participants recognised that the intentional positive reframing of negative 
concepts would assist them to take up a voluntary guideline. One sub-theme was to 
make the provision of access features logical and attractive, perhaps giving providers 
a market-edge. Another sub-theme was to reframe access features as a “feel-good” 
contribution to society. Developer 1.1d who had promoted a similar initiative 
emphasised the logic of access features:  
I would go out and talk to builders and designers in a very performance-
based way, um, but that was about trying to get their acceptance of the logic, 
how sensible it would be. And it was about trying to encourage them to see it 
as a way of promoting a difference in what they can provide for clients.  
This reframing was taken further to align with the current aspirations of the buying-
market by Developer 3.2d, who said: 
Look at the Silver Level. There’s really no reason why all of those criteria 
cannot be incorporated in a home. As I was saying before, a lot of those 
items are, from an architect’s perspective, from an architectural style, largely 
aspirational. Larger doors, larger openings, larger showers, they are all the 
things you see in five million dollar homes.  
He went on to suggest there was a market opportunity in building diverse 
communities, and thereby attracting a “return” buyer: 
If you look at developing a multi-generational strategy for a project, it then 
starts to introduce universal housing design, which then starts to fit with a 
strategy. Because, when you are trying to promote the fact that people can 
stay in the community, and live in the community, and then move into 
retirement living, and then into aged-care, we are actually able to provide 
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everybody a housing option from the very first home right through to their 
aged-care needs. It makes sense that universal-designed homes, developed 
within that community, will mean that everybody can continue to buy and 
move around in that community at whatever stage of life that they are at.  
Some participants wanted to counter the negative image of access features. 
Designer 1.2a suggested: “. . . how easy it is and how it can be done without looking 
institutional as well. You can provide wheelchair-friendly so it doesn’t look like a 
hospital”. Developer 1.1d considered that accessibility needed more intentional 
positive reframing: “If I could make it look sexy to begin with, being a designer, 
that's how I would try and sell it, personally”. 
Some participants were able to reframe the provision of access features as a 
positive contribution to society. For Designer 1.2a, this was through “educating 
young people going into the building industry and the development industry; that 
they can provide this stuff, and they are going to do a service to the community, and 
um, provide something that people want”.  
There were no exceptions amongst the participants who identified this issue. 
The theme is: a coherent, consistent and positive message. 
Explanation of the extent of task  
A number of participants considered the task of providing access features to be 
manageable once they understood in detail what was required and how it related to 
their building-practice. Developer 1.1d said:  
 . . . There is certainly something nice about the way [the guideline] reads in 
terms of what I just talked about before—it acknowledges that sometimes 
your site is so steep that you can’t put an accessible pathway realistically on 
a steep site without it being extremely expensive.  
Builder 4.1d expressed confidence in his ability to provide Silver Level features after 
reading the Livable Housing Design guidelines sent to him before the interview: “I 
don’t think we need a training package. These books are great. I read the book and 
that’s all I needed to do. I wouldn’t need to go to a course or anything”. Designer 
2.3a thought it would be helpful for his colleagues to see access features in the built 
form: 
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If you can take the people who actually influence change and show them that 
it’s working—walk them through the development, you are going to elicit a 
much stronger result than saying, “[An] 870mm [door leaf] is going to save 
you a lot”.  
Developer 1.1d, who had extensive experience in providing inclusive housing, 
advised that his experience was that a high level of prescription was initially 
required; however, when designers became familiar with the requirements, they 
preferred more flexible performance measures to allow for creativity:  
For [designers] who understand the technical aspects very well and are 
actually in a place to think more creatively about ways to deliver our 
housing, we were finding that they were referring to the prescriptiveness of 
[the guidelines] as a barrier for them to be more creative.  
There were no exceptions among the participants who identified this issue. The 
overall theme is identified as: explanation of the extent of the task. 
Improvement of industry practices  
Participants suggested that many practices in the housing industry, which led to 
inaccessibility, could be challenged because they were no longer justified. Two such 
building-practices were the recess in the slab for an internal garage, and hobs in 
showers. Builder 1.1b described the garage detail: “[It’s] something that’s stuck. 
There is no real reason why you can’t have the garage at the finished floor level 
which would make the access just a lot easier”. Hobs in showers were also no longer 
considered necessary, as Developer 3.2d explained:  
I haven’t seen a raised-up hob for quite a number of years. If they are being 
built, they are being built by builders who don’t read the magazines or they 
are building very cheap accommodation and that is the simplest way for 
them.  
Some participants suggested that, for a cultural change to occur, the focus 
should be on younger agents in the industry; that to change the ways of older builders 
is difficult. Site-representative 1.1s observed:  
The biggest thing is getting respect from the older guys—and one of the 
comments that comes through is, “What would you know? I was doing this 
when you were in nappies”. But the comment to that is, “What you did back 
then no longer happens today”. The principles may be similar but 
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everything’s evolved in construction thirty, forty, years ago to what it is 
today.  
Designer 1.2a suggested that hands-on demonstration was effective: 
[The builders] just don’t understand the issue of having this ramped section 
of floor on the inside. When you are trying to come up to a door in a 
wheelchair, stop the chair and open the door—but you are rolling backwards 
because they have built a ramp into the floor just to get up to the threshold.  
. . . This guy had to tell the contractor to get a chair and sit in front of, for 
example, the laundry tub cupboard door to imagine what it is like to open 
that in a wheelchair, and why the way he had built it was wrong. Only then 
did he understand the issues.  
When builders were required to change their established practices as a 
condition of the contract, Developer 2.3d witnessed a change in attitude: 
We have used six or seven builders and all those builders have experience 
with the universal design guidelines . . . and so now that they have used 
them, they won’t be as worried about Livable [Housing] Design guidelines 
or those other standards in properties in the future. So once they have 
actually experienced it themselves. . . . I think that’s the key thing—that the 
builders themselves have to experience either by someone else doing it or 
[by] doing it themselves. And then they will go, “Actually it’s not as bad as I 
thought”.  
Designers 2.3a and 1.2a considered the change would come through the 
education of the next generation of designers. Designer 2.3a said: “Sometimes the 
best change happens through the youth and through the universities, and so you get 
people in before they’ve made their decision, before they make their judgements”. 
Designer 1.2a said: 
Educating young people going into the building industry and the 
development industry, um, that they can provide this stuff, um, and that they 
are going to do a service to the community, and providing something that 
people want. And that it’s not difficult. It’s not rocket science.  
Some participants acknowledged that good professional practice played a 
significant part in providing access features. Designer 5.1a said: “I think [providing 
access features] is fairly logical and I would consider that a minimum for any good 
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design—any reasonable design, not any even good design—reasonable design”. 
Builder 2.3b considered that providing access features was good professional 
practice: 
It’s is a level of care, duty-of-care. I like to carry out certain things that are 
over and above the requirements, just because obviously, more for quality 
assurance, more for your guarantee you have built a project which is over 
and above the standard. I feel very strongly about that. I am not one for just 
sticking to the BCA or the Australian standards. I like to go further. If I feel 
the need for it, I will do it.  
Participants identified improvement in design and construction practices that 
would facilitate the provision of access features, such as the positioning of 
bathrooms, one above the other in multi-dwelling buildings, recessing slabs to allow 
for a level entry to bathrooms, and using reticulated termite protection systems to 
protect step-free front entries.  
The exceptions to this theme were expressed by participants who considered 
that the provision of the Silver Level was within current building-practice. Developer 
4.1d argued: 
I don’t think we need a training package. These books are great. I read the 
book and that’s all I needed to do. I wouldn’t need to go to a course or 
anything. Because we are fairly aware of this kind of thing. 
Developer 3.1d suggested that some housing providers would not be interested in 
improving their skills: 
[There are] older builders—they’ve never done any different, and they’ve 
just sold $150,000 houses all their lives as builders. That's what they do. 
That's just how they make their money. So getting change through those 
types of builders would probably be much more challenging than through 
builders like myself. 
Given these exceptions, the theme emerged as: improvement of industry practices. 
Encourage demand at the point-of-sale 
Designer 5.1a suggested that the best strategy to assist the take-up of the 
voluntary guideline was an increased demand: “It’s a no-brainer from a commercial 
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aspect (laugh), because, if the demand is there, we are going to provide it”. 
Developer 2.3d supported this strategy:  
I mean, the biggest [way] to encourage us to do it is if you could educate the 
entire public and they said, “Oh I want these [access features] in my 
property”, because builders build whatever the public wants. So if you can 
make the public want them, then the builders will build them. 
Developer 2.3d identified how the industry could act to increase demand, 
through targeted information and education at the point-of-sale. Developer 2.3d 
explained: 
You could waste a lot of money putting TV ads on, which most people 
would never use or would forget about before they purchase the home. I 
think if you target it well. If you, for instance, if you were to put [out] a fact 
sheet and ask of all your developers. If someone is about to buy a block of 
land, [the builder] could provide to an owner [information] which said, “This 
is the design—would you like . . . the Livable [Housing] Design package?” 
And if they had a little fact sheet in there that explained why you would want 
these features, it would be very useful. Because you are going to need to 
make sure that people are aware of them at the point they are making the 
decision about the design.  
Developer 1.1d suggested that education needed to relate in a real way to people’s 
circumstances: 
You would get a “backyard blitz” type [TV show]. I mean they did a great 
job—I mean the number of clients in that TV show that had special needs 
that they were trying to design gardens around and extensions on housing—
those types of shows really did raise people’s awareness as to how your life 
circumstances can change.  
This idea was tempered by the understanding that most design decisions were 
made long before the buyer was identified. Builder 2.1b (second role as developer) 
agreed: “The trouble with housing, the design is in place typically before the buyer 
comes along”. Given this exception, the theme emerged as: stimulate demand at the 
point-of-sale.  
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Support for the idea of incentives was mixed. Some participants considered 
incentives useful in persuading developers to change their practice, as shown in the 
example offered by Developer 5.2d1: 
I think of incentives, not so much as a reduction in fees; it’s [more] that you 
would be able to use, you know, sixty per cent of the site cover rather than 
the rather time-damaged element of fifty per cent site cover. Because if we 
understand that if we are going to have a bit of creep [or] growth in the plan, 
having the local authorities understand and being cognisant of it, it would be 
then beneficial for the end-user to design an accessible dwelling because 
they could go to, let’s say, sixty per cent site cover. That would be a good 
trade-off. You would get a win-win situation.  
Designer 2.1a was more pragmatic about the incentive of a cash payment to 
encourage agents to act. She noted: “Most people actually did something when they 
got some money to do it. Same with water tanks—it just works. Hit people in the 
back pocket and they feel it and it works”.  
On the other hand, Developer 2.2d cautioned against incentives, citing 
administrative difficulties, if they are not well considered: 
I don’t know of any incentives that work. . . . The intention might be right 
but the administration becomes—no-one thinks through the final 
administration or the long-term administration. There might be a rush 
initially, but they generally—they are more politically driven than practically 
driven. 
Developer 2.3d suggested his colleagues would exploit incentives to maximise profit: 
If it doesn’t cost all that much extra you shouldn’t need any incentives. So 
they are going to ask, and you offer them, they will take them . . . If you can 
get away with not giving them incentives, then I would not [have them]. I 
wouldn’t bother with them.  
Participants ideas on incentives were mixed, and do not provide a clear theme.  
In summary, the participants proffered a wide range of ways to assist the 
provision of inclusive housing voluntarily, including education and demonstrations 
for the industry. The most prevalent themes reflected how change typically took 
place in the housing industry: through a clearly articulated need; education and 
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demonstration that it makes good business sense, by preparing the industry to 
respond; by regulating to provide certainty and minimise risk.  
The theme of stimulating demand as a moderator-intervention was tempered 
by the complexity of influencing the buying-market. Incentives were seen as 
problematic because of their administrative difficulties and the fact that their goals 
were sometimes displaced.  
5.4 MODERATOR-INTERVENTION: 2020 TARGET 
Question Eight of the interview (See Appendix H) asked the participant to 
consider what might assist the voluntary provision of access features and meet the 
Livable Housing Design’s 2020 goal. Given a timeline and a clear goal, the 
participant was obliged to assign priority to the most potent moderator-interventions. 
Only one theme emerged: regulation.  
Regulation  
This theme could be summarised as: “If its law, it will happen”. Developer 
4.1d elaborated on this idea: “If [the voluntary code] doesn’t get there, there is only 
one way that it’s going to get there and that’s to legislate and make it law. So that’s 
about the only thing you can do”. Developer 2.1d was also pragmatic in his response: 
“It wouldn’t be a voluntary code—straight into the BCA. It basically, it’s, it’s a 
mandatory code, and assessed and mandated by private certifiers”. 
Developer 5.2d explained that it was unrealistic to expect a cooperative 
arrangement among housing providers in taking up a voluntary code: 
I don’t think that a builder can tell [other] builders to do [access features]. I 
don’t think, my personal thoughts are, that a voluntary scheme isn’t going to 
work. Um, it needs either to be mandated or—I just don’t think you can get 
everybody to agree because everyone’s just looking for that competitive 
edge.  
Overall, the participants were cautious about the idea of mandating minimum 
access features, yet they acknowledged its necessity; the Building Code of Australia 
specified what was required, and this was policed by the certification process. 
Developer 4.2d conceded: “I don’t agree with regulation by the way (laugh) but I 
think it’s the only way forward”. Builder 2.1b explained further: 
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Well we just do what’s on the plans—if we are told to do it, we do it. And 
we don’t argue. If we are told to do it, we do it. There’s no big deal, as long 
as you know you’re doing it beforehand. It’s when people come and change 
things later on. You want [regulation] there and then you know it’s going to 
be there.  
Other participants recognised regulation through the Building Code of 
Australia as being the process for achieving lasting and reliable change within the 
housing industry. Developer 2.1d said: “I don’t know why there would be a 
resistance having it as regulation because just about everything else in the building 
process is regulated”.  
The exception to these views was that of Designer 2.1a who considered that the 
housing industry’s reluctance to accept regulation caused her to favour incentives:  
2.1a: We have talked about incentives or marketing. I don’t know if 
that would solve it quick enough. Legislation—they have been 
given seven years to comply. They have 3 years to go to pass 
legislation.  
I: So regulate it? How do you think that would work? What do 
you think the response would be? 
2.1a: I think you would probably get a better response with 
incentives than with legislation to be honest—quickly.  
This exception does remind the researcher of the constant reluctance to accept 
mandated requirements; this is despite the fact that there was an acknowledgement 
that this was the change strategy that is most likely to assist the Livable Housing 
Design initiative to reach its 2020 goal.  
5.5 INDEPENDENT-VARIABLES  
This section describes the participants’ responses to Question Six: “What else 
could influence the uptake of a voluntary guideline?” (See Appendix H). The 
researcher elaborated by saying, “You know, things separate from the housing 
industry, such as natural disasters or changes in government—things over which you, 
or the housing industry have no control”. This question aimed at identifying what 
independent-variables would impact on the voluntary provision of inclusive housing. 
This was the penultimate question, and some participants had lost interest by the time 
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they reached this point in the interview. Three themes emerged: no influence, the 
current financial climate, and growing aged population.  
No influence  
Most participants suggested there were no independent-variables that would 
affect the voluntary provision of access features. Four participants made specific 
comment that there were no independent-variables to speak of, and others indicated 
that they could not provide an answer to this question. Developer 2.3d said: 
I don’t think there should be anything that would either . . . No, to be honest. 
Either way, I don’t think there’s anything that’s an outside force, that we 
can’t control, that would either stop us from doing it or encourage us to do it. 
Developer 5.2d1 suggested that, when the time was right to provide access features, 
no arbitrary external influence would get in the way: 
Any other part of regulation [process] doesn’t have some overall chairman 
saying, “Look, great idea, but the industry has been hit by the [the Global 
Financial Crisis] and, you know, ramping up of energy efficiency 
requirements, and now we are having to deal with the rising sea-level”. And, 
you know, there’s no one chairman saying, “good idea” but we can’t 
implement it yet. They just get implemented. 
Developer 3.1d suggested that providing access features did not compare with 
other challenges the housing industry were managing: “You are not talking about 
significant change—they are simple things”.  
Current financial climate  
Some participants reflected on the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) of the late 
2000s. They saw this as a negative influence on providing access features, and one 
participant considered that the changes would make housing less affordable 
generally. Site-representative 5.1s explained how the GFC would have a negative 
impact: 
I guess it’s only, it come back to dollars. If the economy’s tight around the 
world and it’s impacting on people’s ability to buy, so it adds more to a bill 
cost and a delivery cost of a product. It certainly isn’t helping the industry to 
deliver up affordable, more affordable product. It’s just another hurdle in our 
way. So yeah, the economy at the moment is certainly tough and we are 
struggling. And yeah, any more impost isn’t going to make things easier.  
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Developer 5.2d offered an opposing opinion; that the GFC made housing more 
affordable: 
Well, global downturn made housing more affordable. Before the global 
downturn the housing affordability problem was higher because the prices of 
dwellings were going up at such a quick rate. Since the GFC has happened, 
the growth rate for dwellings has decreased quite a bit and has made housing 
more affordable.  
Growth in the aged population  
Participants referred to the growing aged population. More specifically, they 
referred to “baby-boomers”9, who were considered to be potential buyers with 
expectations of living well in the community. Developer 2.1d noted:  
Baby boomers, they’re becoming more aware of it now in terms of—they’re 
the ones with the money. Their parents are in the stage when they need 
livable product. But even baby boomers now, in 10-15 years down the track 
 . . . they’re going to be in that situation. I think you’re going to start to see 
more of consumer-driven market for it.  
Designer 1.2a also suggested that ageing buyers may become an external 
influence that has the capacity to change housing design, which is currently not 
meeting their needs: 
They are going to demand to age in place or have something much more 
comfortable or much more like a normal person’s house, you know. So that's 
going to be a big driver, frankly. We are going to see more and more kind of 
angry baby-boomers demanding better housing. 
Participants concluded that the identified independent-variables would have 
little effect on their provision of inclusive housing. Although the study coincided 
with a period of extreme weather events in Queensland, climate was not identified as 
to having a significant effect on the voluntary provision of inclusive housing.  
                                            
 
9
 Baby boomers are defined as the population group born between 1946 and 1964 (US Census Bureau, 
2010) 
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5.6 CONCLUSION 
This chapter presented the findings from the analysis of the participants’ 
accounts of impediments to the voluntary provision of inclusive housing, and of what 
might assist the voluntary provision of such housing; in particular, reaching the 
Livable Housing Design 2020 target. It also analysed participants’ accounts of 
possible independent influences on the housing industry.  
When the participants were asked what got in the way of providing inclusive 
housing, the most prevalent reason given was the lack of requirement to do so. Many 
other reasons were given, indicating that the problem faced by participants in 
providing inclusive housing was a complex one. Matching the complexity of the 
problem was a similarly complex picture of what might assist. The most prevalent 
action identified was the need for a higher authority to direct them; this same strategy 
was identified by most participants as the answer to reaching the Livable Housing 
Design 2020 target. The participants identified some influences that were external to 
the housing industry; however, they considered these to be minor, and unlikely to 
sway them either way with regard to the voluntarily provision of inclusive housing.  
The findings reported in this chapter informed the first aim of the study; to 
understand the current response by various agents to providing inclusive housing. 
The next chapter describes the participants’ responses to the Silver level features, in 
particular. It does this by first analysing their responses to each of the eight features, 
and by then analysing the provision of Silver level features in the eleven dwelling 
samples. Finally, based on the participants’ accounts, the site observations, and the 
dwelling documents, it interprets the reasons why access was, or was not, provided.  
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Chapter 6: Findings–current response 
(Silver Level) 
This chapter addresses the first aim of the study; that is, to understand the 
current response by individual agents to the provision of inclusive housing, in 
particular, to the Silver Level of access of the Livable Housing Design initiative. 
The analysis focused on the participants’ accounts in relation to the Silver Level and 
the provision of Silver Level features in the eleven dwellings (See Figure 6.1). 
 
Figure 6.1. Program Theory (Dahler-Larsen, 2001) elements as a guide to Chapter Six. 
The findings of the study are outlined as follows: 
 Section 6.1 outlines what the participants’ thought of the primary-
intervention; that is, of each of the Silver Level features;  
 Section 6.2 describes the outcomes; that is, what Silver Level features 
were provided in the eleven dwellings; and 
 Section 6.3 categorises these features, after interpreting the reasons why 
they were (or were not) provided. The study used the participants’ 
accounts, the site observations and the dwelling documents, and compared 
these across cases and housing contexts. 
6.1 PRIMARY-INTERVENTION  
In Question Three of the interview (See Appendix H), the researcher asked the 
twenty-eight participants their opinions of each of the eight access features of the 
Livable Housing Design guideline, Silver Level. These accounts were analysed, and 
Question 3 
Primary-intervention 
Voluntary guidelines: 
Silver Level  
Question 2 
Policy-position 
The provision of 
Silver Level 
features in all new 
housing. 
Question 6 
Independent-
variables 
What else could 
affect provision? 
Question 5 and 8 
Moderator-intervention  
What might assist the 
provision of inclusive 
housing? 
Question 7  
Documents/site 
visits 
Outcomes 
Dwellings with Silver 
Level features. 
 
Question 4  
Moderators 
What currently gets in the 
way of the provision of 
inclusive housing? 
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responses broadly categorised into “Supported”, “Qualified support”, and “Not 
supported” with respect to each Silver level feature. Table 6.1 summarises the 
responses.  
Table 6.1 
Response by participants to provision of each Silver Level access feature  
Access feature Supported  Qualified 
support 
Not 
supported 
Access to door  22 3 3 
A step-free entry  24 3 1 
Wider car space  24 2 2 
820mm doorways and 1000mm corridors 25 0 3 
Space in front of toilet  18 5 5 
Step-free shower 22 4 2 
Transition < 5mm within the dwelling 28 0 0 
Reinforcement 24 2 2 
Overall, there was a high level of support for each of the features. The 
participants had the greatest difficulty with the requirements for the space in front of 
the toilet, then with providing access from the street or car park, and then with the 
provision of a step-free shower. All participants supported having less than 5mm 
transition between internal spaces at the entry-level. A summary of participants’ 
responses to each feature follows.  
Dwelling access  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
There is a safe and continuous pathway from the street entrance and/or 
parking area to a dwelling entrance that is level. That is, a safe and 
continuous pathway from the front boundary of the allotment or a car 
parking space, where provided, which may include the driveway on the 
allotment to an entrance that is level
10
. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 6) 
Twenty-two out of twenty-eight participants supported the provision of 
this feature (See Appendix J 1: Dwelling access). The participants’ responses for 
                                            
 
10
 This provision does not apply where the average slope of the ground, where the path would feature, 
is steeper than 1:14 (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 6). The researcher did not include this exemption in her 
assessment of the Silver Level compliance in the dwellings.  
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Class 1(a) dwellings were less supportive. They cited construction problems, 
including, difficulties with sloping sites, and drainage and designs that did not 
facilitate an accessible path-of-travel. Participants wanted acknowledgement that 
some sites and some designs would preclude Silver Level access from the front 
boundary. Once participants thought about the feature and what it entailed—for 
example, the access could be from the internal garage—they became more 
supportive. Developer 2.3 illustrated this: 
I don’t think that is achievable . . . Well, I suppose it can theoretically be 
achievable in any type but it just depends. If you have a steep site and say, 
you have your car parking below the house, you are still going to have stairs 
to the unit anyway—so you are going to have—it may be possible to achieve 
this, but you will miss something somewhere else, I think, on difficult sites. 
So it may not be achievable on every site, but it may be achievable on most 
sites. I don’t think it’s, typically, it’s not too onerous, I don’t think. 
Participants who did not support this feature considered it too difficult or 
blamed the lack of clarity of policy direction. Designer 1.1a said: “We are 
experienced and have done it for so long that we understand the problems. And even 
we still get into trouble”. Developer 1.1d (second role as developer) did not support 
the provision of access to an entry because it countered other advice to mitigate 
flooding: 
[The] Livable Housing Design guideline starts out at a negative place for me 
because it doesn’t state clearly enough up front that there are weird sites out 
there—that there are places in Brisbane that flood. That, you know, that 
Governments are now really encouraging us to build up higher, and not to 
have habitable rooms under the house was a real problem in the recent 
floods. Um, there are areas in (towns) where the government is writing 
guidelines for construction in storm surge zones, where they are advocating 
raised floors—things that don’t work for universal design.  
As noted earlier, most participants were unsure exactly what was mandated for 
Class 2 dwellings, which, since 1 May 2011 (and during the data collection period), 
have required non-discriminatory access to all Class 2 buildings. Those that did 
know of the requirements supported the provision of the feature, because it was law. 
Developer 5.1d explained: “Yes, definitely, I think that is a reasonable request. I 
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think most developments do do that already. I think there is a disability code that 
requires it” 11.  
Dwelling entrance  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
There is at least one level entrance into the dwelling to enable home 
occupants to easily enter and exit the dwelling: That is, the dwelling should 
provide an entrance door with a minimum clear opening width of 820mm, a 
level transition and threshold (maximum vertical tolerance of 5mm between 
abutting surfaces is allowable provided the lip is rounded or bevelled); and 
reasonable shelter from the weather.  
A level landing area of 1200mm x 1200mm should be provided at the level 
entrance door. The level entrance should be connected to the safe and 
continuous pathway from the front boundary of the allotment or a car 
parking space. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 7) 
Twenty-four of the twenty-eight participants supported the provision of 
this feature (See Appendix J 2: Dwelling entrance). This feature has four elements: 
the 820mm door opening, the sheltered step-free entry, the minimum 1200mm x 
1200mm landing in front of the door, and connection to the level path-of-travel from 
the street boundary or car space. All participants supported the provision of a 
minimum width of 820mm door opening and 1200mm x 1200mm porch or landing. 
Participants reported it was common practice for Class 1(a) dwellings to provide 
front doors of 920mm or wider as a fashion feature. Twenty-four participants 
supported the provision of a step-free entry.  
Some participants acknowledged that the step from the internal garage was 
provided more out of habit than for a useful purpose, and were willing to reconsider 
this practice. Designer 3.1a said: 
It doesn’t say that it’s mandatory to put a step in there. It’s just the standard 
building-practice. Yeah. But I have done a lot of architecturally-designed 
                                            
 
11
 The BCA now requires Access must be provided, to all Class 2 buildings, to enable people to 
approach the building from the road boundary and from any accessible car parking spaces 
associated with the building, and to approach the building from any accessible associated 
building, and access work and public spaces, accommodation and facilities for personal hygiene 
(Australian Building Codes Board, 2011). 
 Findings–current response (Silver Level) 135 
homes and my experience is, well, we didn’t put them in because people 
didn’t want to put them in. 
Some participants expressed concern that a step-free entry at the front door would 
compromise weather and termite protection; however, Developer 4.2d rejected the 
idea of a step-free entry outright, citing the limitations of current building-practice: 
So you would always have the set-down, and then have the transition. One of 
the bigger problems with transitions is how you deal with termites. So there 
is a problem in Queensland as opposed to Victoria. They don’t seem to have 
as big a problem with termites.  
Dwelling car space  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
Where the parking space is part of the dwelling access it should allow a 
person to open a car door fully, and easily move around the vehicle; that is, 
where the parking area forms part of the access pathway into the dwelling, 
the space should incorporate minimum dimensions of at least 3200mm 
(width) x 5400mm (length), an even, firm and slip-resistant surface. 
(NDUHD, 2010a, p. 8) 
Twenty-four of the twenty-eight participants supported the provision of 
this feature (See Appendix J 3: Dwelling car space). For Class 1(a) dwellings, 
participants emphasised the current buyer-demand for double garages, which easily 
met the requirements of this feature. Designer 3.1a explained: 
Basically, I go right back to my early days in the industry when we had a 
customer who drove a car in with a tow bar and a bulbar on the front and we 
had to sit there and explain to my national director why the customer 
couldn’t close the garage door.  
Participants who were providing more affordable housing challenged this 
practice; however, they acknowledged that a car space was still favoured by most 
buyers of Class 1(a) dwellings and, if well designed, could have multiple uses. 
Developer 5.2d1 explained: 
We are seeing a take-up of carports and even carports/garages that can have 
multiple uses, that can be used as overflow areas to deal with outdoor 
entertaining areas. . . . Then again, they’re still in close proximity to the 
house. In relation to the accessible element, they can still facilitate the 
accessible requirement.  
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For Class 2 dwellings, participants expressed some concern about this feature 
and how it would relate to the new access requirements in the Building Code of 
Australia (Accessible car parking is not required in Class 2 dwellings; this is 
discussed further in Appendix I). 
Dwelling internal doors and corridors  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
Internal doors and corridors facilitate comfortable and unimpeded movement 
between spaces. That is, doorways to rooms on the entry-level used for 
living, dining, bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, laundry and sanitary 
compartment purposes should provide a minimum clear opening width of 
820mm and a level transition and threshold. Internal corridors or 
passageways to the doorways should provide a minimum clear width of 
1000mm. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 9) 
Twenty-five of the twenty-eight participants supported the idea of wider 
doors and corridors (See Appendix J 4: Dwelling internal doors and corridors). For 
convenience, the researcher described an 820mm opening requiring an 870mm door 
leaf. The wider 870mm door leaf caused little concern, and the 1000mm wide 
corridor was considered to be preferred practice. Participants identified that the wider 
doors could require some adjustments with architrave lengths, door stops, and 
lengths of built-in bedroom cupboards; however, they saw this as inconsequential, 
particularly if 870mm doors became a standard product line. The three participants 
who did not support wider doors or corridors were concerned about extra cost and 
the extra space required, particularly in small-lot developments. Builder 2.1b 
summarised the issues around this feature: 
There’s not much on an 870[mm], maybe $5. You are not talking big money. 
It’s just a matter of whether you got the space, that’s all. If you’ve got a tight 
little home, that might make all the difference. You are trying to get in a 
hallway and an 870[mm] door and a toilet door and a toilet—that’s where 
it’s tight. But a standard bedroom door, or a front door, or garage door, or a 
laundry door, it’s not a problem. Usually you’ve got a space in the laundry, 
haven’t you? But toilet and bathroom, if worse comes to worse in the 
bathroom, you could have an internal slider. And the same with the garage—
you could have an internal slider too, if you had to. 
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Designer 1.1a, who had provided access features in the past, suggested that an 
870mm door leaf did not necessarily provide an 820mm door opening. Builder 1.1b 
added: “I think the 920[mm doors] are going to have more effect without any cost 
impact—an 870[mm door] is sort of an oddball size in the standard sizes”. 
Participants supported the idea of providing 1000mm wide corridors, yet 
acknowledged that this was not always the practice. Designer 3.1a said: “I’m not 
saying that every home we build would have 1000mm wide [corridors]. There are a 
couple there to access a laundry . . . we would squeeze to 950mm. The market-place 
really notices those narrow corridors”.  
Dwelling toilet  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
The entry-level has a toilet to support easy access for home occupants and 
visitors; that is, dwellings should have a toilet on the entry-level that 
provides a minimum clear width of 900mm between the walls of the 
bathroom if located in a separate room and a minimum 1200mm clear 
circulation space forward of the toilet pan exclusive of the swing of the door. 
(NDUHD, 2010a, p. 10) 
Eighteen of the twenty-eight participants supported the provision of this 
feature (See Appendix J 5: Dwelling toilet). The participants recognised the 
requirements of this feature to be a significant change to existing practice, 
particularly in smaller dwellings. The added length to the traditional single water 
closet and the requirement for a water closet on the entry-level of smaller two-storey 
dwellings were the main challenges. Participants considered this was not a problem 
in Class 1(a) dwellings as the space in the bathroom, particularly in the ensuite, was 
adequate; however, they expressed concern about providing this feature in Class 2 
dwellings. Two participants identified that the access feature was inadequate to 
manoeuvre a wheelchair or larger mobility aid, particularly in the 900mm wide water 
closet. 
The participants considered that buyers now accepted toilets within bathrooms 
to be acceptable, particularly in an ensuite. The provision of 900mm wide water 
closet was seen by some as an out-dated tradition more prevalent in Queensland than 
in Southern states. The cost implications for low-cost housing were seen as a 
concern. Builder 2.1b explained: 
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What do you do when you’ve got a first-home-buyer, when they can only 
afford one bathroom? Like the houses are only 12 or 14 squares or 
something and they can’t afford 2 bathrooms and trying to get toilets in—
looks like your toilet is going to be your main problem.  
Site-representative 5.1s summarised the issues: 
Yeah, I guess . . . that’s not an issue in our high-end product where our 
bathrooms are, as a rule, larger and I don’t think you have any issues in areas 
and turning circles, but as you get into the cheaper, smaller product, that 
becomes more challenging, definitely. And obviously once again, it’s taking 
up more [gross floor area] . . . out of the building to achieve those wet areas. 
Dwelling step-free shower  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
The entry-level has a toilet to support easy access for home occupants and 
visitors. That is, dwellings should have a toilet on the entry-level that 
provides a minimum clear width of 900mm between the walls of the 
bathroom if located in a separate room and a minimum 1200mm clear 
circulation space forward of the toilet pan exclusive of the swing of the door. 
(NDUHD, 2010a, p. 10) 
Twenty-two of the twenty-eight participants supported the provision of 
this feature (See Appendix J 6: Dwelling shower). Most participants considered 
step-free showers to be acceptable, typical, and an aspirational feature. Developer 
3.2d dismissed showers with hobs as unfashionable: “If they are being built, they are 
being built by builders who don’t read the magazines or they are building very cheap 
accommodation, and that is the simplest way for them”. An opposing viewpoint 
came from Developer 4.1d, who considered them to be more costly.  
Developer 2.1d, who had built some recent dwellings to Adaptable Housing 
Standard AS4299 (Standards Australia, 1995), considered them to be unsightly and 
difficult to manage: 
Yeah, step-free showers in bathrooms are always a problem with 
waterproofing. . . . We have just done a step-free bathroom with a curtain-it 
looks like a hospital shower, which I am sure I will get over, but the issue 
always is about water going everywhere in the bathroom.  
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Participants differed in their assessment of the technical difficulty in providing 
a step-free shower. Designer 1.1a described the difficulty in getting the falls to the 
floor waste correct: 
We have projects . . . which builders were doing and we have had to move 
people. Six tenants back out again so they can dig up the bathrooms, redo 
them because they puddle and they run out of the door of the bathroom. 
When you first look at them they look alright but they don’t function. 
In contrast, Developer 3.2d said: “From our perspective we always provide 
hobless showers”. Developer 4.2d identified the importance of design: 
Yep, I think if it is designed properly it will be fine. . . . I think it’s 
something like eight-out-of-ten problems with the BSA are shower-related 
issues with falls not working, or shower-screens not working, or—it’s a big 
statistic. So yeah, design, design will be very important.  
Participants varied in their opinions on the best design to provide a step-free 
shower with a seamless transition of floor surfaces at the entry of the bathroom. 
Builder 2.3b emphasised the importance of well-designed detailing, not only for a 
step-free entry to the shower, but also for a better outcome for waterproofing:  
From a builder’s point-of-view I guess putting a set-down in the bathroom in 
the wet area which allows you to create a far better waterproofing scenario 
with a water-proofing membrane with a bed and tile on top of that.  
Developer 4.1d opposed this view: “We do do them if people request them but 
there’s an extra cost involved in doing it”.  
In summary, those participants who supported step-free showers considered 
them either an aspirational feature or a safety feature. When they were designed 
specifically for people with disability in mind, they were considered to be ugly and 
hard to sell. When they were considered as an aspirational feature, they were a 
response to a buyer-demand. Some participants joined these ideas together. Designer 
5.1a said: 
If you don’t have a hob that you have to step over, you are less likely to slip. 
So I think it goes beyond just adaptability to not have the hob. And also the 
aesthetic requirements—hobs aren’t attractive, and are lanky. 
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The key issue for the participants, however, was the recess in the slab to 
provide a step-free entry to the bathroom, allowing for a seamless flow to a hobless 
shower. Designer 1.1a explained the relationship between the two: 
[If] you are trying to have a step-free shower under the Building Act, you 
would actually have to state that you didn’t want a step [at the entry]. 
Otherwise [you will get] a bedded up floor in the upstairs so that you got a 
straight access and a hob-free shower. Because people can give you a step-
free shower and still by law currently put a step up into the bathroom so they 
don’t need to step down the slab. 
Dwelling internal transitions 
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
A level transition between surfaces throughout the entry-level is required. 
That is, a maximum vertical tolerance of 5mm between abutting surfaces is 
allowable, provided the lip is rounded or bevelled. (NDUHD, 2010a, pp. 6-
11) 
All twenty-eight participants supported the idea of smooth transitions 
between internal surfaces (See Appendix J 7: Dwelling internal transitions). 
Builder 2.3b said: “You know yourself in your own bath you are always tripping 
over it. I am staying at someone’s place now and I trip on it. Kicked my toe on it—
coming in the bathroom”.  
Two participants identified that this requirement had cost, design and building-
practice implications. The participants identified two ways to obtain internal 
transitions of less than 5mm. One was to provide a recess in the slab for the shower, 
then bed the tiles to provide adequate fall for the shower and, thereby, provide a level 
step-free entry at the door and the shower. The second way avoided recessing the 
slab, by building up the slab to obtain adequate fall to the shower-waste then ramping 
the transition at the door. There was agreement that the first strategy was more 
expensive, yet provided the best outcome for waterproofing purposes, and a level 
step-free transition. The second way was a cheaper construction, but was considered 
to be poorer building-practice for tiling and water-proofing.  
Builder 2.3b considered the first option simply as good building-practice. He 
said: “We’ve never had any issues down the path with waterproofing, um, because 
we have gone over and above what was required”. Developer 5.2d1 focused on the 
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cost of the solution. He said: “To not recess the slab, I suppose, is the preference 
because of the speed and efficiency to do that”.  
Dwelling wall reinforcement  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
The bathroom and toilet walls are built to enable grab-rails to be safely and 
economically installed. That is, the walls around the shower, bath, if 
provided, and toilet should be reinforced to provide a fixing surface for the 
safe installation of grab-rails. This requirement excludes walls constructed of 
solid masonry or concrete. The walls around the toilet are to be reinforced by 
installing either noggings with a thickness of at least 25mm or sheeting with 
a thickness of at least 12mm. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 12) 
Twenty-six of the twenty-eight participants supported the provision of 
reinforcement in the bathroom and toilet walls, and preferred 12mm ply 
sheeting (See Appendix J 8: Dwelling wall reinforcement). They acknowledged the 
extra cost, but considered it to be insignificant overall. One participant recognised 
that the reinforcement could play the dual role of providing the bracing required in 
Class 1(a) dwellings.  
The current practice for attaching specified fittings, such as towel rails and 
toilet paper holders in bathrooms and toilets is to use left-over material for nogging. 
Participants acknowledged that installing grab-rails and the like later would be easier 
with 12mm plywood reinforcement in the walls. Developer 2.2d suggested that it 
was sensible practice for social-housing to provide reinforcement because of the 
greater likelihood of the anticipated residents needing grab-rails. Designer 2.3a 
raised the concern about residents over the lifetime of the dwelling not being 
informed where reinforcement had been installed, given that this feature is not 
visible.  
In summary, there was a high level of support for each of the features of the 
Silver Level when the features were presented individually. Most participants 
considered them to be do-able, and at a manageable cost. Participants identified the 
greatest difficulties as access from the front boundary, space before the toilet pan and 
detailing of the step-free shower to provide less than 5mm transition at the entry to 
the bathroom. Participants considered the access from the street boundary would 
require some involvement by planning authorities. Once at the entry of the dwelling, 
the provision of the internal features was considered to be within their capabilities.  
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6.2 OUTCOMES  
The researcher then assessed the eight features provided in each of the eleven 
dwellings and how they compared with the Silver Level requirements (See Table 6.2) 
These can be compared with the level of support for each feature offered by 
participants from Table 6.1 (in lighter typeface).  
Table 6.2 
Provision of access features in dwellings  
Access feature Number of 
occurrences 
(out of 11 
dwellings)  
Supported  Qualified 
support 
Not 
supported 
Access to door  9 22 3 3 
A step-free entry  1 24 3 1 
Wider car space  10 24 2 2 
820mm doorways and 1000mm 
corridors 
1 25 0 3 
Space in front of toilet  3 18 5 5 
Step-free shower 8 22 4 2 
Transitions < 5mm  4 28 0 0 
Reinforcement 2 24 2 2 
No dwelling provided all the Silver Level features, and no feature was provided in all 
of the dwellings. There was no relationship between the level of support for a feature 
and how prevalent it was in the eleven dwellings. Table 6.3 shows the incidence of 
Silver Level features in the eleven dwellings.  
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Table 6.3 
Access features within housing contexts  
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Social-housing developments 
1.1 no no yes no yes yes yes no 
1.2 no no yes no no no no no 
2.1 yes no yes yes no yes no yes 
2.2 yes no yes no no yes no yes 
2.3 yes no yes no no yes yes no 
 
Private developments 
3.1 yes no yes no yes yes no no 
3.2 yes no yes no no yes no no 
4.1 yes no yes no yes no yes no 
4.2 yes no yes no no yes no no 
 
Housing in ULDA developments 
5.1 yes yes yes no no yes yes no 
5.2 yes no no no no no yes no 
 yes Silver Level provided no Silver Level not provided 
A summary of the findings on each feature now follows: 
Dwelling access  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
There is a safe and continuous pathway from the street entrance and/or 
parking area to a dwelling entrance that is level; that is, a safe and 
continuous pathway from the front boundary of the allotment or a car 
parking space, where provided, which may include the driveway on the 
allotment to an entrance that is level
12
. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 6) 
No dwelling was required to provide this feature. Nine of the eleven dwellings 
provided access from the street or the car park to an entry (See Appendix J 1: 
Dwelling access). The two exceptions not providing a level path-of-travel from the 
street or car space to an entry were Class 2 public-housing dwellings (Dwellings 1.1 
and 1.2). Dwelling 1.1 had two steps in the path from the street and car space, and 
both dwellings were on the second level of a “walk-up” block of apartments.  
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 This provision does not apply where the average slope of the ground, where the path would feature, 
is steeper than 1:14 (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 6). The researcher did not include this exemption in her 
assessment of the Silver Level compliance.  
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Four Class 1(a) dwellings (Dwellings 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, and 4.2) provided a safe and 
continuous pathway from the garage to an entrance of the dwelling. One Class 1(a) 
dwelling (Dwelling 5.2) provided a safe and continuous pathway from the street to 
the front door. Three Class 2 dwellings (Dwellings 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3) were serviced by 
a lift and path either from the car park or the front boundary, which was part of the 
safe and continuous pathway to a dwelling entrance. The Class 2 Dwelling 5.1, that 
was not yet constructed, would eventually be serviced by a lift from the car park.  
Dwelling entrance  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
There is at least one level entrance into the dwelling to enable home 
occupants to easily enter and exit the dwelling; that is, the dwelling should 
provide an entrance door with a minimum clear opening width of 820mm, a 
level transition and threshold (maximum vertical tolerance of 5mm between 
abutting surfaces is allowable provided the lip is rounded or bevelled); and 
reasonable shelter from the weather.  
A level landing area of 1200mm x 1200mm should be provided at the level 
entrance door. The level entrance should be connected to the safe and 
continuous pathway from the front boundary of the allotment or a car 
parking space. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 7) 
This feature has three elements; that is, a door opening of minimum 820mm 
clearance, level transition of maximum tolerance of 5mm
13
, and level sheltered 
landing area of 1200mmx1200mm. No dwelling was required to provide the three 
elements of this feature. Dwelling 5.1, a Class 2 dwelling built within a ULDA 
development, provided the three elements of the Silver Level entry of a dwelling 
entrance (See Appendix J 2: Dwelling entrance). Each element is now analysed: 
Door opening of minimum 820mm clearance; 
The front door leafs in each of the four private Class 1(a) dwellings (Dwellings 
3.1, 3.2, 4.1 and 4.2) were 920mm or wider. The ULDA Class 2 dwelling (Dwelling 
5.1) also provided a 920mm front door. The ULDA Class 1(a) dwelling (Dwelling 
5.2) had an 820mm door leaf at the front entry and garage. The community-housing 
Class 2 dwellings had 820mm door leafs, except one (Dwelling 2.1), which provided 
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 “Where the threshold at the entrance exceeds 5mm a ramped threshold of up to 56mm compliant 
with AS1428.1 (2001) may be provided” (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 7). 
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a 870mm door leaf as an interpretation of the funding requirement (Australian 
Government, 2009, p. 23)
14
 (See Appendix D for this requirement). 
Level transition of maximum tolerance of 5mm  
Four of the community-housing Class 2 dwellings (Dwellings 1.1, 1.2, 2.1 and 
2.3) had a small step of 20-50mm at the front door. Four of the Class 1(a) dwellings 
(Dwellings 3.1, 3.2, 4.2 and 5.2) had a minimum 90mm step up at the entry through 
the garage. One Class 1(a) (Dwelling 4.1) had a step-free entry from the garage and 
two Class 2 dwellings (Dwellings 2.2 and 5.1) had a step-free front entry.  
Level sheltered landing area of 1200mmx1200mm 
All dwellings, except the ULDA Class 1(a) dwelling (Dwelling 5.2), provided 
a level sheltered landing area of 1200mm x 1200mm in front of the entry door. The 
entry for Dwelling 5.2 was from the garage; this was very tight and would have 
required the vehicle to park up close to the entry door.  
Dwelling car space  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
Where the parking space is part of the dwelling access it should allow a 
person to open their car doors fully and easily move around the vehicle. That 
is, where the parking area forms part of the access pathway into the dwelling 
the space should incorporate minimum dimensions of at least 3200mm 
(width) x 5400mm (length), an even, firm and slip resistant surface, and a 
level surface. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 8) 
No dwelling was required to provide this feature. All but one of the dwellings 
had an adequate car space, where one was provided (See Appendix J 3: Dwelling 
car space). The exception was the ULDA Class 1(a) dwelling (Dwelling 5.2), a 
small-lot project, which did not meet the requirements in width. In two of the Class 2 
dwellings (Dwellings 1.1 and 1.2), the car space was part of the dwelling access and 
complied with the space requirements; however, the path-of-travel from the car space 
did not comply. One community-housing Class 2 dwelling (Dwelling 2.2) had no 
residential car spaces; it was situated in the inner city and designed for people with 
low incomes, who are anticipated not to own vehicles. As the ULDA Class 2 
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 This requirement states, “Internal doorways on the entrance level having a minimum clear opening 
of 820mm . . . ” (Australian Government, 2009, p. 23). Whether a front door is an internal door is 
unclear.  
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dwelling (Dwelling 5.1) had not yet been constructed, the size of the car park could 
not be determined.  
Dwelling internal doors and corridors  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
Internal doors and corridors facilitate comfortable and unimpeded movement 
between spaces; that is, doorways to rooms on the entry-level used for 
living, dining, bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, laundry and sanitary 
compartment purposes should provide a minimum clear opening width of 
820mm and a level transition and threshold. Internal corridors or 
passageways to the doorways should provide a minimum clear width of 
1000mm. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 9) 
Public-housing, two-bedroom and studio Class 2 dwellings were required to 
provide 1000mm corridors in accordance with their standard schematic design brief 
(Queensland Government, 2008a, 2008b). Dwellings funded under the Nation-
Building Economic Stimulus Plan (Australian Government, 2009) were required to 
provide 870mm internal door leafs and 1000mm wide corridors
15
 (See Appendix D 
for this requirement). One dwelling (Dwelling 2.1) provided minimum 1000mm 
corridors and 820mm door openings (See Appendix J 4: Dwelling internal doors 
and corridors). 
Minimum clear opening width of 820mm (870mm door leafs) 
Only one dwelling (Dwelling 2.1) of three (Dwelling 2.1, Dwelling 2.2 and 
Dwelling 2.3) funded under the Nation-Building Economic Stimulus Plan 
(Australian Government, 2009) provided the required 870mm internal door leafs. All 
other dwellings provided 770mm (or narrower) internal door openings.  
Minimum clear width of 1000mm for internal corridors or passageways 
Dwellings 1.2, 2.2 and 2.3 had no corridors. Dwellings 1.1, 2.1 and 5.1 
provided 1000mm minimum-width corridors. Dwellings 3.2 and 4.2 provided 
corridors with internal steps in the path-of-travel. Dwellings 3.1, 4.1 and 5.2 
provided a mix of widths within the dwelling with at least one corridor in each 
dwelling measuring less than 1000mm wide.  
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 Dwellings may be exempt from meeting these requirements where incorporation of these features 
would result in excessive delay to the delivery of projects (Australian Government, 2009, p. 23).  
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Dwelling toilet  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
The entry-level has a toilet to support easy access for home occupants and 
visitors; that is, dwellings should have a toilet on the entry-level that 
provides a minimum clear width of 900mm between the walls of the 
bathroom if located in a separate room and a minimum 1200mm clear 
circulation space forward of the toilet pan exclusive of the swing of the door. 
(NDUHD, 2010a, p. 10) 
No dwelling was required to provide this feature. However, three dwellings 
did provide this feature (See Appendix J 5: Dwelling toilet). One Class 2 dwelling 
(Dwelling 1.1) provided the feature, with toilets in this dwelling incorporated in an 
adequately-sized bathroom. Two Class 2 dwellings (Dwellings 3.1 and 4.1) provided 
this feature by including the toilet in the ensuite.  
Dwelling step-free shower  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
The bathroom and shower is designed for easy and independent access for 
all home occupants. That is, one bathroom should feature a slip resistant, 
hobless (step-free) shower recess. Shower-screens are permitted provided 
they can be removed at a later date. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 11) 
Only Dwellings 2.1 and 2.2, which were funded by the Australian 
Government’s Nation-Building Economic Stimulus Plan (Australian Government, 
2009), were required to provide this feature. Eight of the eleven dwellings did 
provide a step-free shower (See Appendix J 6: Dwelling shower). Of those that did 
not, one Class 1(a) dwelling (Dwelling 4.1) had a shower with a hob and shower-
screen, and one Class 2 public-housing dwelling (Dwelling 1.2) had a shower with a 
hob and curtain. The third was a Class 1(a) (Dwelling 5.2) which had a built-up floor 
within an aluminium shower-screen.  
Dwelling internal transitions 
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
A level transition between surfaces throughout the entry-level is required; 
that is, a maximum vertical tolerance of 5mm between abutting surfaces is 
allowable provided the lip is rounded or bevelled. (NDUHD, 2010a, pp. 6-
11) 
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No dwelling was required to provide this feature. Four of the eleven dwellings 
(Dwellings 1.1, 2.3, 4.1 and 5.2) provided transitions of less than 5mm 
throughout the internal entry-level (not including the shower) (See Appendix J 7: 
Dwelling internal transitions). The other seven dwellings had a step at the entry of 
the bathroom doorway from 20—50mm. As earlier noted, two Class 1(a) dwellings 
(Dwellings 3.2 and 4.2) included steps in the internal corridor. 
In two Class 1(a) dwellings (Dwellings 3.1 and 4.2) and four Class 2 dwellings, 
(Dwellings 1.2, 2.1, 2.2 and 5.1), there was a step into the bathroom to provide a fall 
in the tiling, as the slab had not been recessed. In the ULDA Class 2 dwelling 
(Dwelling 5.1), an attempt had been made to provide a small ramp at the 50mm step; 
however, this had failed to provide a transition of a maximum of 5mm.  
Dwelling wall reinforcement  
Silver Level: performance statement and main elements 
The bathroom and toilet walls are built to enable grab-rails to be safely and 
economically installed; that is, the walls around the shower, bath, if 
provided, and toilet should be reinforced to provide a fixing surface for the 
safe installation of grab-rails. This requirement excludes walls constructed of 
solid masonry or concrete. The walls around the toilet are to be reinforced by 
installing either noggings with a thickness of at least 25mm or sheeting with 
a thickness of at least 12mm. (NDUHD, 2010a, p. 12) 
Dwellings built with funding from the Australian Government’s Nation-
Building Economic Stimulus Plan (Australian Government, 2009) were required to 
provide this feature (See Appendix D for this requirement). Two dwellings provided 
this feature (See Appendix J 8: Dwelling wall reinforcement). As the dwellings 
were visited at an almost completed stage, it was not possible to check if 
reinforcement had actually been installed in the walls. However, the researcher has 
taken the account of the participants to be truthful, so is noting that Dwellings 2.1 
and 2.2 provided reinforcement in the walls of the bathrooms and toilets.  
6.3 WHY ACCESS FEATURES WERE PROVIDED 
The researcher then interpreted why these features were provided, or not 
provided. Each feature was then categorised using the accounts of the participants 
connected with the dwelling; the photographs of, and documents related to the 
dwelling; and her field notes. Six categories emerged, as follows:  
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 Category A: Silver Level features provided because they were required by 
funding agreement; 
 Category A1: Silver Level features provided voluntarily; 
 Category I: Silver Level features provided as a consequence of fashion 
trends; 
 Category T:  Silver Level features not provided due to lack of thought; 
 Category S: Silver Level features not provided due to assumptions that access 
was not required; and 
 Category M: Silver Level features provided through modification. 
Each category is now described.  
Category A: Silver Level features provided—required by funding agreement 
The features in the Category A were required to be accessible by funding 
agreement (See Table 6.4). An example is the car space in Dwelling 1.1. The public-
housing schematic design brief required a car space of 5400mm x 3200mm within 
the complex, and this was provided (Queensland Government, 2009). 
None of the dwellings in private developments had any requirements for access 
features
16
. Dwelling 2.2 did not comply with the door widths that were required 
under the funding agreement (Australian Government, 2009). There was an 
exemption if a feature caused “excessive delays” (p. 23) and the researcher assumed 
this exemption was used. Within the ULDA development, dwellings 5.1 and 5.2 did 
not provide access features, as only 10% of the dwellings in the development were 
required to provide access features.  
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 A limitation of the study was the lack of cases of Class 2 dwellings in private developments. At the 
time of the study the access requirements within the BCA for common areas of Class 2 buildings 
would not have come into effect.  
 150 Findings–current response (Silver Level) 
Table 6.4 
Silver Level features provided because they were required by funding agreement 
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Social-housing developments 
1.1   A      
1.2   A      
2.1      A  A 
2.2      A  A 
2.3         
 
Private-housing developments 
3.1         
3.2         
4.1         
4.2         
 
ULDA developments 
5.1   A      
5.2         
 
A 
Silver Level feature provided  
because they were required by funding agreement 
Category A
1
: Silver Level features provided—voluntarily 
The features in the Category A1 were provided at the discretion of the housing 
provider (See Table 6.5). These features mirrored the required access features 
Category A provided elsewhere in the project for dwellings specifically designed for 
people with disability. An example was the space in front of the toilet in Dwelling 
1.1. The 1200mm x 900mm space in front of the pedestal is not required; however, 
the feature mirrored the details in the accessible dwelling below it.  
Access features were provided voluntarily for three reasons. The first was to 
provide non-discriminatory access in the common areas. Although this was not yet a 
requirement under the Building Code of Australia, it is unlawful under the Disability 
Discrimination Act 1992 for a person to discriminate against another person on the 
ground of the other person's disability by refusing to allow them access to any public 
premises (Disability Discrimination Act 1992). At the time the buildings were being 
designed and built, it was not clear how to interpret this law for Class 2 buildings 
other than to take the advice provided by the Australian Human Rights 
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Commission
17
 to provide non-discriminatory access. The three community-housing 
Class 2 dwellings voluntarily provided access from the street boundary, and car 
spaces; the Class 2 dwellings in the public-housing developments did not.  
Table 6.5 
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Private-housing developments 
3.1         
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4.1         
4.2         
 
ULDA developments 
5.1 A
1
      A
1
  
5.2         
 A
1
 Silver Level features provided voluntarily. 
The second reason was that, when a feature was required for a few “special” 
units, it appeared to be expedient to repeat that feature in all dwellings in the 
development. This occurred in the case of Dwellings 1.1 and 2.3, which were both 
adjacent to accessible units. Dwelling 5.1 used the same entry detail as the accessible 
apartments.  
The third reason was good building-practice. Dwellings 1.1 and 2.3 voluntarily 
provided seamless internal transitions. Builder 1.1b described the set-down in the 
slab for the shower: “A 50mm set-down is not an appropriate set-down in trying to 
achieve the falls. Um, the larger the bathroom is, more the set-down you need. 
Ground floors are easy. Like, ideally 100mm set-down would be a good industry 
                                            
 
17
 The advisory notes of the Australian Human Rights Commission stated, “Class 2 buildings (a 
building containing 2 or more sole-occupancy units) although legal opinion suggests that the common 
areas associated with Class 2 buildings may in some circumstances be subject to complaint if they are 
not accessible” (Australian Human Rights Commission, 1997 Section 5.1). 
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standard”. Builder 2.3b said: “Our standard practice is that we do drop every slab by 
30mm for waterproofing purposes . . . Dropping the slab, it is standard practice for 
us, just for waterproofing purposes”.  
Category I: Silver Level features provided—fashion trends 
The features in Category I were provided in response to an unrelated market-
demand, and unintentionally became an access feature even though this is not its 
intention (See Table 6.6). An example was the double garage with a driveway into 
Dwelling 4.1, step-free shower in Dwelling 4.2 and the toilet in the ensuite of 
Dwelling 3.1.  
Table 6.6 
Silver Level features coincidentally provided as a result of fashion trends 
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1.2         
2.1         
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Private-housing developments 
3.1 I  I  I I   
3.2 I  I   I   
4.1 I  I  I  I  
4.2 I  I   I   
 
ULDA developments 
5.1  I    I   
5.2 I      I  
 I Silver Level feature coincidentally provided as a result of fashion trends 
Housing for private sale, (that is, dwellings in ULDA and private 
developments) all had Category I features, whereas public and community-housing 
dwellings provided no “fashion” features. Although the private housing had a high 
incidence of aspirational features that were accessible, they were often rendered 
inaccessible by adjacent features. An example is that all of the double garages had an 
inaccessible entry into the dwellings. Similarly, the step-free showers in the private 
dwellings had a step at the entry of the bathrooms.  
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Category T: Silver Level features not provided—lack of thought 
The features in the Category T were inaccessible because of an apparent lack 
of thought in the design or construction (See Table 6.7). An example is the 30mm lip 
at the entry of Dwelling 2.1. The entry was designed to be accessible, and would 
have been if there had been greater priority given to the dwelling’s accessibility at 
the time of construction.  
Table 6.7 
Silver Level features not provided due to lack of thought 
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 T Silver Level feature not provided due to lack of thought. 
This lack of thought was evident in two places: at the entry to dwellings, and 
the entry to bathrooms. Three Class 2 dwellings (Dwellings 1.1, 1.2 and 2.1) had 
transitions of approximately 30mm between the common area and the internal area 
of the dwelling. The Class 1(a) dwellings had a 90mm step from the internal garage, 
which is now provided more out of habit than necessity. Developer 3.2d explained: 
The construction of the garage is now exactly the same as the rest of the 
house, and there’s a large proportion of builders who don’t have a step from 
the garage into the house. I have that in the home I am living in now. There’s 
no step between the house and the garage. It doesn’t present any problems or 
any issues. In fact it’s probably easier to construct when you do it that way. 
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It was also evident at the entry to some bathrooms. Designer 5.2d1 was to 
recess the slab to provide for the step-free shower. He explained: 
I: How do you do the fall in the shower? 
5.2d1: We’ve done this a number of times and a number of methods . . . It’s 
either then dealt with via the bedding tile to have then a slight ramp 
of the tile out into the adjacent room to be able to deal with taking 
that vertical edge what is usually the aluminium up-stand at the door 
for the bedding of the tile. Or the other way which is a little bit more 
costly to set up, is to actually recess the whole bathroom area when 
you are pouring the slab so therefore it is just a flat transition straight 
into the low point where the waste is, although we’ve done both. 
I: Do you have a preference? 
5.2d1: To not recess the slab, I suppose, is the preference because of the 
speed and efficiency to do that. 
Dwelling 2.1, which complied with the Building Code of Australia and the 
funding requirements of the Nation-Building Economic Stimulus Plan (Australian 
Government, 2009), is an example of “lack of thought”. While the developer, 
designer and the builder did meet the access requirements outlined in the funding 
agreement, the dwelling was inaccessible due to a culmination of thoughtless policy, 
design and construction decisions. In this case, the guidelines required a step-free 
shower but omitted a step-free internal transition; therefore, the builder opted for the 
cheaper solution to provide the step-free shower, which resulted in a 30mm step into 
the bathroom. The consequence was as Designer 2.1a explained: 
I: Now, is that as you wanted it? 
2.1a: That is the cheapest way of building in apartments, 
unfortunately. Structurally what it means is that concrete 
structural slab just goes through and on top of that they just put 
the topping slab to get the falls to the floor waste—cheap and 
nasty. To actually get the set-downs for the bathrooms is quite 
expensive. Because we have 30mm on top of the structural 
slab, we can take out 10mm for the shower to work, which is 
how we achieved that. But to actually take out the 30mm out of 
the structural slab would add a lot of cost to the project.  
I: OK, if you had it ramped in? 
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2.1a: Yes, we could have ramped at the doors. We would have had to 
start ramping in the corridor but we could have done it. 
Category S: Silver Level feature not provided—assumption that access is not 
needed 
The features in the Category S are inaccessible because of a conscious decision 
that the access was not necessary (See Table 6.8). An example was the 720mm door 
leaf into the bathroom of Dwelling 5.1, and the steps in the pathway to Dwelling 1.1. 
Table 6.8 
Silver Level features not provided due to the assumption that access is not needed 
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4.1    S  S  S 
4.2  S  S S  S S 
 
ULDA developments 
5.1    S S   S 
5.2    S S S  S 
 S Silver Level features not provided due to the assumption that access is not needed. 
This category was present in each of the eleven dwellings. Participants offered 
a number of reasons. Site-representative 5.1s explained that ensuring efficient use of 
space does not make access a priority: 
I think the main thing with all this, from our point-of-view is its spatial 
requirements and the issues it creates for us in taking up useable [gross floor 
area]. It’s mainly the corridor widths that have to increase and things like 
that, that decrease the efficiency of our floor plans. That’s the big concern. 
Some participants assumed the buyer would have different priorities. 
Developer 4.1d said: “The houses have got to become bigger or have smaller rooms. 
So that’s a big factor—the people won’t like it—the clients”. Similarly, Developer 
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4.2d preferred a product that was readily available with the least effort, even if it was 
inaccessible: 
4.2d: The only issue, like I said, was the doors. I don’t think it works for a 
5.2 [metre long] architrave. So you would be ordering—I would 
have to check, but I am pretty sure that’s how it works. So our 
standard timber sizes when you do fit-outs are 5.2 [metres]. By the 
time you get to cut they don’t work [for a wider door].  
I: Really, that's about demand, isn’t it? 
4.2d: Yeah, and letting people know that's what we need. 5.4 [metres] or 
5.6 [metres], well, six [metres], the extra little bit doesn’t make a lot 
of difference. I mean, if we had timber come in six [metres], you 
know, it would hardly be any difference in the price. But it’s being 
aware of that, supply wise.  
Some features were more overt in the assumptions behind them. Dwellings 3.2 
and 4.2 had steps in the corridors, which denied access into the main area of the 
dwellings. Similarly, the steps in the pathway from the car park to Dwelling 1.1 were 
designed with the assumption that future occupants and visitors would be ambulant.  
Category M: Silver Level features provided—through modification or 
adaption. 
The features in this category were improvised to make accessible an otherwise 
inaccessible feature. No feature was identified in this category; that is, no feature was 
modified or adapted after it was constructed to make it accessible.  
In summary, the participants’ support for each of the Silver Level features 
(primary-intervention) did not mirror their provision in the dwellings (outcomes). 
The participants supported most of the features when they were presented separately 
and considered them generally to be do-able and reasonable within current building-
practice. No dwelling, however, provided all of the features of the Silver Level (See 
Table 6.3). All dwellings had three or more inaccessible features.  
The level access from the street or car park to the front entry, the larger car 
space and the step-free shower were more prevalent, whereas the step-free entry, 
reinforcement in the walls, and wider doorways and corridors were rarely provided. 
The lack of internal transitions of 5mm or less was in direct contrast to the 
participants’ support for this feature, while the prevalence of access from the street or 
car space was in direct contrast to the lack of support for this feature.  
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The level of inaccessibility was much the same across the three housing 
contexts, although the reasons why the features were provided or not provided 
differed with each context. The most striking difference was the prevalence of 
coincidental, fashion-driven accessibility features in the private-housing and ULDA 
developments, and their absence from social-housing developments. Only in social-
housing and ULDA developments were any features provided intentionally and 
voluntarily. This appeared to be due to access features being required elsewhere in 
the developments, as a condition of funding agreements.  
6.4 CONCLUSION 
The last two chapters addressed the first aim of the study: to understand the 
current response by various agents to providing inclusive housing; in particular, 
to the Silver Level of access of the Livable Housing Design initiative. The 
analysis focused on the substantive data and sought to understand what was the 
current response of the participants to the provision of inclusive housing; in 
particular, to the Silver Level of the Livable Housing Design initiative.  
The findings indicate there are contradictions between the assumption of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative (that the Australian housing industry will 
voluntarily provide inclusive housing) and the participants’ current practice. The 
study did find some differences among the various housing contexts with regard to 
why Silver Level features (or above) were or were not provided and this gives some 
indicators on what might assist the participants in reaching the 2020 target. Of 
interest here is that all the dwellings, regardless of context, failed to provide all the 
Silver Level features, and that the most prevalent reason was the assumption that 
access was not required. This flags the deeper issue of otherness: that people who 
need inclusive housing are not considered either as buyers, residents or visitors of the 
housing.  
The analysis now turns to the second aim of the study: to explore how various 
agents perceive their responsibility in providing inclusive housing, in particular, 
in reaching the Livable Housing Design 2020 target. The analysis now goes 
beyond the substantive data and seeks to understand how individual participants 
made sense of their everyday practices as agents and their responsibility for the 
provision of inclusive housing.  
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Chapter 7: Findings–responsibility 
This chapter addresses the second aim of the study: to explore how individual 
agents perceive their responsibility in providing inclusive housing, in particular, 
reaching the Livable Housing Design 2020 target. Guided by the practice of 
applied ethnomethodology, the analysis went beyond the substantive information in 
the data. Using the participants’ accounts, it sought to understand how individual 
participants as agents made sense of their everyday practices, and of their 
responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing.  
The analysis used “indexical expressions”, or utterances whose terms are 
context dependent for their meaning, such as “you”, “we”, “it” and “them”, which 
can only be fully understood in context. The indexical expressions of interest are 
highlighted in the illustrative quotes and referenced to their interpreted meaning. The 
analysis also took into account the reflexivity between the researcher and the 
participant and how it shaped the accounts. Where this was important, the utterances 
of both the researcher and the participant were examined.  
The chapter consists of the following sections:  
 Section 7.1 considers the participants’ agency in relation to systems; 
 Section 7.2 considers the participants’ agency in relation to their groups; 
 Section 7.3 how participants perceived their responsibility in relation to 
their groups;  
 Section 7.4 explores how participants perceived their responsibility for the 
people who need inclusive housing;  
 Section 7.5 focuses on how they took responsibility for the provision of 
inclusive housing; and  
 Section 7.6 explores how participants perceive their responsibility in 
reaching the Livable Housing Design 2020 target.  
7.1 INDIVIDUAL AGENCY IN RELATION TO SYSTEMS 
Given the focus in the study on responsibility, it was considered important 
from an ethnomethodological perspective first to examine the way the participants’ 
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descriptions constructed the agency involved in the provision of inclusive housing. In 
terms of the indexical “I”, agency was attributed in two ways: most commonly as a 
private supporter (or non-supporter) of inclusive housing principles; but also, in one 
exceptional case, as an agent with explicit commitment to its provision in 
professional practice.  
The exception, Site-representative 1.2s (“I”), considered his personal agency 
and professional agency to be one and the same, and was willing to take greater risks 
than other participants in his “contract” (“it”) with his employer (“them” as 
principal), and his contracted builder (“them” as agent):  
Two in my family, two boys in my family have had broken necks—myself 
and my brother. My brother has since died. So I am very, very passionate 
about it. When you see how easy something like that can happen, I’m very 
passionate about it. So you know—and I don’t care what people think of me, 
if it’s wrong I make them fix it. It doesn’t worry me in the slightest. If I 
don’t think, if I don’t think that the person in a wheelchair or something like 
that can um access it, it will be changed, right? Regardless whether the 
project manager likes it or whether the project manager doesn’t like it, I will 
change it—right?  
In utterances of support or non-support for the idea of inclusive housing, most 
participants referred to the agency of the broader housing system in terms of the 
indexical “we”, “you”, “they” and “them”. In the following quote Developer 4.2d 
exemplified this. With regard to inclusive housing (“it, “them”), he (“I”) spoke first 
as a private individual. He then spoke of the agency of Australian housing industry 
(“they”):  
I think, in principle, it’s a great idea and, in my particular case, I have been 
putting rooms downstairs in my house and have been making them as 
accessible as I can, for lots of reasons. I might have to care for a parent later. 
Um, it might be me that needs to use them the same way.  
But, ah yeah, from I mean a company if you look at it from, you know, a raw 
point of view, companies are out to make money. That's what they are 
supposed to be doing. Effectively, they have share-holders; whether it’s a 
mum-and-dad company or whatever, they have to make money. 
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7.2 AGENCY OF GROUPS 
The analysis then found that the participants’ accounts of agency within the 
Australian housing industry fell into three groups (developers, designers and 
builders); each group indicated different principals, contracts and levels of risk in 
providing inclusive housing. The developer group contracted to optimise a housing 
solution as a financial or social investment. The designer group contracted to 
interpret this anticipated housing outcome into a design and building contract. The 
builder group contracted to construct the dwelling. 
Developers 
In terms of agency, the first group (developers) considered their principals 
either bought or funded their dwellings. Their contracts were to provide an 
optimal outcome for the financial investment. They identified a high risk in 
providing inclusive housing. 
With regard to the demand for inclusive housing, the developers of private and 
ULDA housing developments considered their principals (as anticipated buyers) to 
be few in number, not readily identifiable, and likely to be ill-informed or unreliable. 
In this sense, the risk in providing inclusive housing was high. If they were required 
by funding agreement to provide inclusive housing, they identified the need for 
information systems to direct the provision of inclusive housing so as to minimise 
risk. With regard to the Livable Housing Design initiative’s 2020 target, they 
identified the need for a higher authority as principal to direct the provision of 
inclusive housing to minimise risk.  
Developer 3.1d explained the relationship of his company (“we”) as agent for 
an anticipated buying-market (“consumer-driven thing”), as principal. The provision 
of inclusive housing (“it”) caused a high-level of risk for them in this relationship.  
But we should provide that for everyone and everyone should have equal 
opportunity but it’s all about it’s a consumer-driven thing. Is there a market 
for it? Can it be sold? Do we have a return on that investment? When we put 
a product on the market can we make money out of it?  
Developer 4.1d also identified a high-level of risk in providing inclusive housing 
(“it”) for the buying-market (“people”, “they”), as principals. He considered it was 
difficult to anticipate the buying-market with regard to inclusive housing, thereby 
heightening the risk of any voluntary provision:  
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People—it doesn’t seem to concern people too much. Some people it 
does—some people it doesn’t. Some people love it, with those step-downs 
anywhere. But others don’t care less—they look at the house and that’s what 
they want—a house—they don’t really care how it’s built.  
Unlike Developer 3.1d, Developer 4.1d did not support the idea of inclusive housing. 
His reflexive response to the idea of the 2020 target (“that”) emphasised the high-
level of risk of a voluntary response for inclusive housing (“it”) for the developer 
group: 
4.1d: There is only one way that it’s going to get there and that’s to 
legislate and make it law. So that’s about the only thing you 
can do.  
I: And do you think that should be for everyone?  
4.1d: It would have to be. It would have to be part of the Building 
Code in Queensland. . . . Yeah, basically have to legislate and 
bring it in.  
Designers 
In terms of agency, the second group (designers) considered their 
principals to be those who provided the briefs. They were contracted to 
interpret these directions into a building contract. They identified a medium-
level of risk in providing inclusive housing.  
To illustrate, Designer 5.1a (“I”) identified his principal as the development 
company he worked for, and there was medium-level of risk for designers as the 
company (“we”) had given a broad ethos which was compatible with the idea of 
inclusive housing (“something”, “that”):  
So I think it fits well with [the company’s] ethos as well. So um no one—we 
don’t want to design for something that where people are going to have to 
come and make significant changes later on. So I think if we can do 
relatively simple things in terms of um, in terms of considering the plan, 
even in terms of some of the details in the way we construct things, um, I 
believe it’s fairly logical, so I don’t believe it for the most part it’s not very 
onerous on a client or a builder or a developer or anything like that at all. So 
wherever we can provide beyond a minimum is a good thing and I think 
that’s good design generally.  
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Designer 2.1a identified that the level of risk increased for designers with the 
lack of support for inclusive housing from the developer for inclusive housing (“it”). 
She compared the various principals (“they”) with whom she had contracts to design 
housing (“it”): 
Working for a social-housing provider that cares makes it easier, makes it 
less of a fight. I have had quite a number of private-sector clients over the 
years and I think the more sort of high-end luxury apartments—it’s easier to 
do because—A, the people that buy those apartments are generally a little bit 
older, possibly empty nesters moving out of their house—they want to be 
able to have something they can be there for the rest of their lives. The 
challenge is investor stock—the cheap get-it-up, get-it-out, sell-it-off to 
students—so students can rent it. That’s where it’s tricky. And we do have 
some clients in this office—who baulk at the thought of spending a bit of 
extra money to make it universally designed.  
Builders 
In terms of agency, the third group (builders) considered their principals 
to be those who signed the building contract with them. Builders identified a 
low-level of risk in providing inclusive housing.  
Builder 1.2b (“you”) described the preferred relationship with the principal as 
one that relies on specific instructions and has a low-level of risk in the contract 
(“it”): “Always you follow what’s on the plans. If the design is drawn, you can make 
it happen”. 
The account from Builder 1.1b on the role of builders (“we”, “you”) identified 
the designer as principal (“those guys”). He then described the role of the higher 
authority (“they”), in this case the BSA as a strategy in building contracts to 
minimise any risk: 
Your designers need, I think, to lead the way. . . . At the end of the day 
we’re the builders—we’re building what’s been designed by those guys and, 
unfortunately, you got to take the attitude, “I’m just the dumb builder”. . . . 
And more importantly, the BSA they are the licensers so—they’re the—
basically, what they write is what you’ve got to do, whether it’s good or 
bad. The BSA is the key to make them change it—once they’ve changed 
it—it’s like—it’s the law of construction basically—so that’s what has to 
happen. 
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In the following account, Builder 2.3b (“you”) also explained the value of 
specific strategies (“something”) to minimise the risk (“it”) for the builder. If 
inclusive housing were to be part of the contract, the builder would prefer instruction 
(“something”):  
It’s more, more from a construction point-of-view. You don’t want to have 
to go back, um, so if there is something in place or voluntary which helps—
which assists to not having to go back to spend money to repair.  
In summary, as agents, the three groups identified different principals and 
levels of risk in their “contracts” to provide inclusive housing (See Figure 7.1).  
 
Figure 7.1. Agency and risk. 
The developer group considered they incurred a high-level of risk with regard to the 
provision of inclusive housing as their principals were hard to identify, and 
unreliable or uniformed in their demand for inclusive housing. The designers 
identified a medium-level of risk in interpreting the instructions of the developer as 
their principals. The builders, as agents, considered their principals to be those who 
Builders 
Their principals were those who signed the building contracts. 
Their "contracts" were to construct the dwellings. 
They identified a low-level of risk in providing inclusive housing.  
Designers 
Their principals were developers. 
Their "contracts" were the interpretation of the developers' directions 
into a building contract. 
They identified a medium-level of risk in providing inclusive 
housing. 
Developers 
Their principals were buyers, funding bodies and investors. 
Their "contracts" were to provide an optimal outcome for the financial 
or social investment. 
They identified a high-level of risk in providing inclusive housing. 
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developed (and signed) the building contract. They identified a low-level of risk in 
providing what was specified in the building contract. 
7.3 PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONSIBILITY IN THE THREE GROUPS 
The analysis then focused on how these three groups perceived their 
responsibility in providing inclusive housing. The developer group emerged as the 
most influential in the voluntary provision of inclusive housing; their decisions 
affected the decisions of the designers, which, in turn, affected the decisions of the 
builders.  
Developers 
The first group (developers) considered that their responsibility centred 
on whether inclusive housing should be provided. In this sense, they considered 
they had discretion on whether inclusive housing would be part of the development. 
Developer 4.1d indicated that the key issue for his company (“we”) was whether 
inclusive housing (“it”) was a good business decision for the company: 
We are quite flexible in providing it but cost dictates the whole thing. So we 
have to be competitive with the rest of the market. And we can’t be seen as 
being disadvantaged by one builder having to do it and the other one not, so, 
yeah.  
Developer 5.1d (“I”) similarly explained how the decision to provide inclusive 
housing (“it”) was made within her company (“you”) development (“them”). The 
responsibility of the developer (“that”) is to decide whether inclusive housing was a 
good financial investment: 
In terms of saleability of apartments, I think you are compromised. It’s kind 
of hard to determine the exact number that you would need to produce 
because you wouldn’t do them 100% as accessible. You would have to pick 
a number. So for a developer, that's creating stock that is marketable. So 
you don’t want to be left with the compromised units at the end of the day. 
So, whether you would choose to do it, I think, um, that's the direction the 
industry is moving in and you don’t want to be left behind. At the same time, 
you would have to be pretty informed in terms of how many you did. You 
wouldn’t do all of them.  
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Designers 
The second group (designers) considered that their responsibility centred 
on what inclusive housing meant. In this sense, they focused on what features 
should be provided to make housing inclusive. Designer 4.2a (“I”) described his 
interpretation of what features (“it”) he considered were appropriate for the buying-
market (“they”): 
Uh, personally, when I am designing, it’s always 1200[mm wide corridors]. 
I think, just the other night, I had a client absolutely rapt with their design, 
and they just loved the width of the passageways—1200[mm] and staircases 
as well. I always try to work on 1200[mm], um, minimum width. I think a 
metre, 900[mm], it used to be 900[mm] years ago and then it became a 
metre.  
Designer 1.1a (“I”) described his role (“you”) in interpreting what access features 
should be provided. His personal stance on whether inclusive housing (“it”) was 
provided was of secondary importance to him. His main concern was the 
interpretation of the housing form within the environment (“they”), once the decision 
to provide it was made: 
In the broader context, in terms of the community at large, I see no reason 
why it shouldn’t happen. Except there are some sites which the cost 
implications or just the desire to do it restricts—Paddington—the streets are 
hard to walk up at the best of times. Never mind taking a wheelchair up. 
Imposing the same constraints in that house on that street doesn’t seem to me 
to make a lot of sense. In new subdivisions where they have all been cut and 
filled, and it’s all done to the industry standards and all the footpaths are 
nice—so long as people understand what the design changes mean—not just 
the fact that footpaths have got to be straight in 10mm-5mm level. It affects 
the waterfall around the building. If it’s not done properly, you just get 
flooding. If it rains, how [do] you do your termite protection? Because it 
affects the termites—because having it up in the air helps termite protection. 
When you stick it down in the ground with all your entrances are coming out 
on grade with the ground, not with the concrete, which then goes on to the 
grass, you can’t have big steps—there’s a lot of implications with how you 
manage stuff on site. The site supervision has to be much better or else you 
get a lot of stuff-ups.  
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Designer 2.1a (“I”) explained how the decisions (“that”) of the developers 
(“they”) impacted on her decision-making (“it”) in the provision of housing (“it”): 
Yeah, I think I’ve been pretty lucky in answer to that question—working for 
a social-housing provider that cares, makes it easier, makes it less of a fight. 
I have had quite a number of private sector clients over the years and I think 
the more sort of high-end luxury apartments—it’s easier to do because A the 
people that buy those apartments are generally a little bit older, possibly 
empty-nesters moving out of their house—they want to be able to have 
something they can be there for the rest of their lives. The challenge is 
investor stock—the cheap get-it-up, get-it-out, sell-it-off to students—so 
students can rent it. That’s where it’s tricky. And we do have some clients 
in this office—who baulk at the thought of spending a bit of extra money to 
make it universally designed.  
Builders 
The third group (builders) considered that their responsibility centred on 
how efficiently and effectively inclusive housing was provided. In the following 
account, Builder 2.1b described his company’s (“we”) responsibility for providing 
housing (“it”), as doing what was in the contract (“there”) as efficiently as possible: 
Well we just do what’s on the plans. If we are told to do it, we do it. And we 
don’t argue. If we are told to do it, we do it. There’s no big deal—as long as 
you know you’re doing it beforehand. It’s when people come and change 
things later on—you want it there and then you know it’s going to be there. 
Builder 2.2b (“we”) similarly described his role as following instructions to provide 
inclusive housing (“it”); however, he inferred that he had a responsibility to do the 
job as well as possible: 
We pretty well can build anything an architect or a structural engineer can 
draw. If build-ability does come into it, we will look at ways to improve 
efficiencies with regard to building times and what-not.  
These three levels of responsibility in the provision of housing were seen as 
inter-related and impacting on each other. Those participants who considered their 
responsibilities centred on which inclusive housing should be provided, impacted on 
those who decided what was provided in inclusive housing; and the latter, in turn, 
impacted on those who decided how. In this sense, there are levels of responsibility 
(See Figure 7.2). 
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Figure 7.2. Levels of responsibility. 
As previously noted, one participant (Builder 2.1b) provided accounts from 
different roles (builder and developer) and was able to change his level of 
responsibility accordingly. When responding as a builder (“we”) of community-
housing, he indicated he took responsibility for how an inclusive dwelling was built 
(“it”) by saying, “It’s pretty straightforward—most of the things we do now 
anyway”. In his role as a partner (“I”) in a development company (“you”) within the 
housing industry (“they”), he took responsibility for which inclusive housing (“one”, 
“it”) should be provided: 
Personally I wouldn’t be building one unless—someone wants one done—
yeah, fair enough—everyone’s going to be paying for it. How many houses 
are they going to build in a year for someone in a wheelchair or something 
or a disability? If someone wants a house, you build one. If someone 
doesn’t want it, why put money into one where it’s not needed?  
7.4 PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONSIBILITY IN RELATION TO PEOPLE 
WHO NEED INCLUSIVE HOUSING  
The analysis of the responses to Question Two (See Appendix H) and other 
related accounts found that participants perceived their responsibility for people who 
needed inclusive housing in two fundamental ways: they perceived they had a 
responsibility if they could also see a business opportunity in providing it; and they 
perceived they had no responsibility as people who need inclusive housing were 
separate from the buying-market.  
Those perceived to be part of the buying-market 
Participants perceived they had responsibility for people who needed 
inclusive housing when they presented as a business opportunity. Developer 3.2d 
Builders took responsibility for  
how it is built.  
Designers took responsibiltiy for 
what is provided in inclusive housing. 
 
Developers took responsibility for 
which housing is provided.  
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(“I”) identified that his company (“we”) could support policy makers (“you”) to take 
responsibility for people who need inclusive housing (“everybody”) because it 
aligned with running a business (“it”): 
If you look at developing a multi-generational strategy for a project, it then 
starts to introduce universal housing design which then starts to fit with a 
strategy, because when you are trying to promote the fact that people can 
stay in the community and live in the community and then move into 
retirement living and then into aged-care, we are actually able to provide 
everybody a housing option from the very first home right through to their 
aged-care needs. It makes sense that universal designed homes developed 
within that community will mean that everybody can continue to buy and 
move around in that community at whatever stage of life that they are at. 
That’s something that I want to start talking to the project director or 
marketing people about, and how we can work this multi-generational 
strategy, which then starts to use the universal housing design. Then there is 
a reason for doing it, then there’s a marketing reason for doing it. 
Designer 3.1a currently saw no reason to consider people who needed inclusive 
housing because there was no business opportunity. He spoke from two positions: his 
personal experience (“I”, “my”), and his assessment of the attitude of his colleagues 
(“there”, “I”). His personal experience was that there was minimal demand for 
inclusive housing (“these issues”) and that this was likely to be widespread; this was 
because his colleagues (“I”) were unwilling to provide inclusive housing voluntarily. 
He aligned with his company’s (“we”) business decision to provide only regular 
housing (“it) and not to respond to the needs of people with disability:  
I think there could be a stigma, I’m only speaking from my perspective of 
being in the industry for nearly 25 years or so, that there is a sense of “why 
do I have to do that?” so, and as soon as customers—we won’t do variations 
on our product—we won’t do design—we get it out in the market-place and 
sell it as it is. We won’t do modifications as other developers would. Um, 
but when I was working for previous developers, we were modifying only 
on a request basis, like I said before, two or three out of one hundred homes, 
I would see these issues come across my desk. 
He (“I”) was, however, open to business opportunities in the future, and was aware 
that the market-demand (“we”) for inclusive housing (“it”) might change: 
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Um, but the rest of the time I think it’s about—I don’t see its going to be an 
advantage in the market-place but that’s what I feel is going to be a key 
factor—I think going forward though, where we have the ageing population 
and bits and pieces—I think it could. Um, to market that way would be an 
advantage. Take the sustainable market issues and energy efficiency—take 
5—6 years ago they have really started to come to the forefront. 
Those perceived not to be part of the buying-market 
Participants perceived they had no responsibility for people who needed 
inclusive housing because they were separate from the buying-market.  
The first idea was that housing was provided by others or on an individual 
basis when required. Developer 3.2d1 (“I”) considered that people who needed 
inclusive housing (“those people”) were being provided (“that”) with housing that is 
separate from the buying-market (“them”). He said: “So, um, the public-housing 
sector does actually look after those people with specific-designed homes. I know 
that because I have quoted on them”.  
For Developer 3.2d1, the final selling price of the dwelling was important, 
access features in housing (“it”) were not. He was willing to consider people who 
needed inclusive housing if everyone in the housing industry (“we”) was required to 
do so. He (“I”, “you”, “me”) explained the logic of his colleagues (“he”, “they”) on 
the subject of considering people who needed inclusive housing while it is at the 
discretion of individual housing providers:  
Well, the most important is the final price for the home. But if one builder is 
going to do it and he is pricing against another builder, who is not going to 
do it, that's a disadvantage. We either all got to do it or it’s going to have to 
be mandatory or not mandatory because you will find that there will be 
certain builders who do not want to include it . . . . 
Because what do you do? Do you do the right thing for the client or do you 
give the bare minimum to the client? Then the client will come in and say 
you are ten thousand dollars dearer than this person. And you say, “Well, 
I’ve done this”, and they say, “I can’t afford that. I can afford him”. So it’s 
happened to me at the moment—even while the building industry is quite 
tough at the moment. 
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Developer 2.2d was required to provide some inclusive housing in his social-
housing development. This arbitrary requirement appeared to compromise his (“I”) 
and the company’s (“we”, “everyone”) responsibility for providing for their broader 
client group (“no-one”, “someone”), because of the impact of access requirements 
(“it”) on the housing industry:  
2.2d: And again you got to say—what’s it really trying to achieve? 
Is it for a wheelchair access? Well you know, I think we’ve got 
to probably, got to be again, everyone’s got to be politically 
correct, I mean to say, no-one wants to end up in a wheelchair, 
but you got to look at, you know, the people that live in units, 
how many are in wheelchair? I mean, what’s the real—and yet 
you don’t want to take someone’s right away to live in that but 
it’s—you can’t design a whole building for the—that’s where 
the cost gets, gets out of whack.  
I: Do you want to talk some more about that? 
2.2d: (laugh) Oh no, it’s ah, when you look at disabled access and 
things within buildings, it’s, ah, so I am just conscious of—we 
have disabilities code and we have to make sure—my worry is 
that we make this universal code—because from where I sit, 
the disability code is a, when it was brought in and it’s a good 
thing but it’s actually—  
I: Is this the one in May [2011]?  
2.2d: And in previous years too. It’s—there is just, it adds a 
humungous amount to the cost of a building. You know, just 
no-one would dare add it up.  
Similarly, Developer 2.1d (“I”) considered that inclusive housing (“it”, “these”) 
would benefit only a small minority of the population and compromised his 
responsibility for his broader buying-market:  
Um, I suppose it’s going to benefit an ageing population. I don’t think it has 
any for, you know, 60-80% of people who don’t have any disability at all—
not even without young kids. I don’t think there’s any benefit from these.  
In summary, participants were willing to take responsibility for people who 
needed inclusive housing if doing so presented a business opportunity. They were not 
willing to take responsibility for those they considered were not part of their buying-
market. The two solutions offered were that housing be provided by people other 
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than the buying-market or that everyone must provide inclusive housing to ensure a 
“level playing field” for housing providers (See Figure 7.3).  
  
 
Figure 7.3. Responsibility for people who need inclusive housing. 
7.5 PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONSIBILITY IN RELATION TO 
PROVIDING INCLUSIVE HOUSING  
Question Two also gave the participants an opportunity to make sense of how 
they took responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing. There were three main 
ways in which the participants positioned themselves.  
The idea should sit with the buying-market 
The first considered that the responsibility for the provision of inclusive 
housing sits with the buying-market. Developer 3.1d (“I”) and his company’s 
(“we”) supported the idea of inclusive housing (“it”); however, he identified the 
primary task of the housing industry (“it”) was to make a product that the buying-
market wants (“It’s a consumer-driven thing”). To resolve any potential conflict 
between his and his company’s support for the idea of inclusive housing and its task 
of making money, the idea of inclusive housing should sit with the buying-market: 
I: So, um, let’s just step back a little—the idea of building 
housing that includes people with disability and older people 
intentionally, um. What’s your thought about that? 
3.1d: I think it’s great—I think it’s something that should be done. 
But it needs to come at a price. It sounds bad doesn’t it? But 
we should provide that for everyone, and everyone should have 
equal opportunity. But it’s all about—it’s a consumer-driven 
thing.  
Participants 
perceptions of 
responsibility 
for people who 
need inclusive 
housing. 
Not willing  
to take 
responsibilty 
It's the 
responsibility of 
others. 
It's the 
responsiblity of a 
higher authority.  
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Developer 3.2d1 (“I”) avoided taking a personal stance, and suggested the housing 
industry (“you”) should hand the idea of inclusive housing (“it”) to the discretion of 
the individual buyer (“they”): 
I think that is an individual thing by the individual who’s actually—if you 
are doing it for an end-user. Um, if you are going to do it for an end-user 
they will usually tell you what their requirements are.  
The idea should sit with the housing industry 
The second considered that the responsibility for the provision of inclusive 
housing sits with the housing industry. Three participants spoke of inclusive 
housing as part of good housing practice. Designer 5.1a (“I”) considered that 
inclusive housing (“it”) was logical and the responsibility of any good designer. He 
said: “I think it’s fairly logical and I would consider that a minimum for any good 
design—any reasonable design, not any even good design—reasonable design”. 
Builder 2.3b (“I”) identified inclusive housing (“it”) as the responsibility of the 
housing industry because it represented good building-practice and duty-of-care:  
It’s is a level of care, duty-of-care. I like to carry out certain things that are 
over and above the requirements, just because obviously, more for quality 
assurance, more for your guarantee you have built a project which is over 
and above the standard. I feel very strongly about that. I am not one for just 
sticking to the BCA or the Australian standards. I like to go further. If I feel 
the need for it, I will do it. 
Developer 3.2d (“I”) identified that the idea of inclusive housing (“that”) was 
the responsibility of the housing industry because it offered business opportunities. 
He explained how he wanted his company (“we”), (“us”) to take leadership with 
regard to inclusive housing: 
We are looking at how we can incorporate that into our housing. The first 
step is looking at what we can do from our own built-form perspective and 
how we can include that in. Certainly the Silver Level was the starting point 
to do that. I also see that as one opportunity for us to lead the market, to 
become a bit more innovative and to show the market what can be done in 
terms of universal housing design.  
 174 Findings–responsibility 
The idea should sit with a higher authority 
The third considered that the responsibility for the provision of inclusive 
housing sits with a higher authority. Developer 4.1d (“I”) personally supported the 
idea of inclusive housing, and then outlined how the goals of his business (“we”) did 
not align with this idea (“it). To resolve any potential conflict between his personal 
support for the idea of inclusive housing and their business goals, the idea of 
inclusive housing should sit with a higher authority:  
I: Um. So what do you think of the idea of companies like yours 
designing and building accessible housing?  
4.1d: I think it is a good idea, um, but we have to keep competing in 
the market-place so, unless it’s made compulsory, we would 
probably never go down that, that line. We do it as special 
requests for certain clients. . . . We are quite flexible in 
providing it but cost dictates the whole thing. So we have to be 
competitive with the rest of the market. And we can’t be seen 
as being disadvantaged by one builder having to do it and the 
other one not, so, yeah.  
Developer 2.1d (“I”) also agreed with the idea (“it”); however, he identified that it 
did not align with broader housing industry (“you”) imperatives. He also shifted the 
responsibility to a higher authority that could consider the idea of inclusive housing 
within a bigger policy framework:  
Um, it’s a good idea but I think—I don’t necessarily agree that it is 
necessary to do it for all housing—I think it is impractical to make every 
unit and every house that you build to have that ability. So I think there 
should be a certain percentage but how you decide that, I have no idea. But 
that’s the job of academics and policy makers.  
In summary, the participants considered the idea of inclusive housing to be the 
responsibility of either the buying-market to demand it, a higher authority to require 
it through regulation, or the housing industry, given that it provides business 
opportunities (see Figure 7.4). 
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Figure 7.4. Responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing. 
7.6 PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE 2020 TARGET 
The researcher offered the participants a scenario where they were responsible 
for the Livable Housing Design initiative achieving the target of 2020. She said: 
“You have been chosen, because of your knowledge of the housing industry, to do 
what it takes to reach this target. What do you think will work?” This question came 
late in the interview, after having discussed what got in the way of inclusive housing 
and what might assist in its provision; its purpose was to focus the participants on 
considering a strategy that was measurable, and likely to work.  
No participant rejected the 2020 target; rather, they sought a solution and, 
ultimately, assigned responsibility for the 2020 target to a higher authority. Some 
participants assigned this responsibility immediately; others considered a pathway 
that incorporated their (that is, the housing industry’s) involvement. No participant 
considered that the responsibility for reaching the 2020 target should sit with the 
buying-market. 
The responsibility should sit with a higher authority 
The first response was that the responsibility for reaching the target was 
with a higher authority. Developer 3.1d (“I”, “myself”) explained that the housing 
industry (“people”, “it”), in particular smaller operators (“builders”) accepted the 
higher authorities’ roles to mandate inclusive housing (“it”): 
Responsibility 
for the 
provision of 
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I: Yeah, that's right. In this case it’s a voluntary code. Well, the 
industry wants a voluntary code so, ah, some of the questions I 
will be talking about will be around, ah, what is it going to 
take—it may be regulation. But that is what I need to hear from 
you, so— 
3.1d: But, I think it has to be. Myself, my own person, it has to be 
regulation otherwise I don’t think that, um, people are going to 
go and do it. Especially builders aren’t going to go and do it 
off their own bat, I don’t think.  
I: Why do you think—let’s just investigate that a little bit more. 
You talked about cost being the main driver, um. Why do you 
think the industry is so averse to regulation?  
3.1d: I don’t think it is. In fact, I think it is very responsive to 
regulation. That is why I am saying that if it was a regulation 
put in place, it would be adhered to.  
I: Okay, good. 
3.1d: On the contrary I think it is very responsive to regulation—
very much so.  
Builder 1.1b (“I”, “you”) described the relationship between his company 
(“we”), the housing industry and a higher authority that mandates standards (“it”, 
“they”) to be less convivial; he also felt some agents (“they”) within the housing 
industry (“you”) would be reluctant to take responsibility for the 2020 target (“it”). It 
follows then, if the target is to be reached, a higher authority must take 
responsibility: 
1.1b: I would say it has to be endorsed by the BSA—to make that 
happen, it has to be part of some, you know, building code or 
like black and white building code—if it’s done by then—if it 
has to happen.  
I: Yeah, okay, okay, that’s good. 
1.1b: To make someone do it, to make the industry to jump on board 
and just accept it and do it, obviously I don’t know the answer.  
I: In your time you have seen many regulation changes come in. 
What’s the attitude about that? Do people fight it? Or do they? 
1.1b: Some people might not be happy about it, but they know it’s 
something, um, they cannot change, so they’ve got to accept 
it—with safety for instance, you know, safety is one of those 
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things you can have everything right. But it comes down to 
interpretation and then you could get a big tick off someone, 
and then another guy could have a different opinion—so they 
are the sort of things that people just accept regardless whether 
they think it is right or wrong.  
I: They have just got to get through it?  
1.1b: They have to get through it and you’ll have a percentage who 
will just ignore it and get on with their lives, um, but in safety 
like, if an accident did happen, then they are going to feel the 
full force of that whatever it is that happens. Then they have a 
bit of a gamble of to do it or not to do it. In today’s practices 
we will design something—councils no longer certify the 
building application—there are independent certifiers—so um, 
if someone tried to not obey the building code, you’ve got the 
first point of the certifier picking it up saying [the dwelling’s] 
not compliant. Then you’ll never get a final—which means 
when you are working for a client, you’ll never get your final 
payment. It’s generally stuff addressed by the certifier. Um, 
and secondly it’s addressed by the owner—if the owner’s not 
happy, it will go back to the BSA, so there will be a dispute 
between yourself and the owner, with the BSA stepping in—
that’s why the BSA—if you got that on board, it’s in black and 
white.  
The responsibility should sit with the housing industry, then with a higher 
authority 
The second response was that the housing industry should have the 
opportunity to take responsibility, but that this responsibility should ultimately 
sit with a higher authority. Builder 2.3d (“I”) distinguished between providing 
inclusive housing (“it”) and providing it as an instrument of distributive justice. 
Ideally, having the housing industry take responsibility was preferable; however, this 
was not going to ensure that the 2020 target of the Livable Housing Design initiative 
(“you”) would be met: 
I: So, in your thoughts, it could get over the line as a voluntary 
code or do you think— 
2.3b: I think it can. It can get over the line as a voluntary code. 
Ideally, if you could get it over the line as an actual code it 
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would be more beneficial. Um, because then it will be 
implemented. As a voluntary code, well like I said before, you 
are going to get developers who may take it on board; you will 
get others that won’t. And ideally what you probably are trying 
to do is get 100% of people to take it on board, so the only way 
to do that is obviously to try and turn it from a voluntary code 
into an actual code. Yeah. 
Developer 3.2d (“I”) also made this distinction: there was only so much that a 
voluntary strategy could do towards the 100% adoption of an access guideline (“it”). 
His company (“we”) had made an ideological commitment (“that”) to the strategy; 
however, there would always be the majority of others (“that”, “it”) that would not: 
3.2d: With [my company] being a signatory to the [the Livable 
Housing Design initiative] and making the commitment to have 
it in voluntarily by then, if we haven’t got a majority of our 
projects in housing across the line and incorporating it by then, 
I think the only way that we would have to do it is to include it 
with all of our design guidelines and make it a mandatory 
component of all of our design guidelines. Every buyer that 
buys a block of land would have to abide by those guidelines.  
I: That would be for your company. 
3.2d: That would be for our company. From an industry perspective, 
the only way to get it adopted is by the BCA. . . . The 
developers who have signed up to the guidelines can make it 
mandatory in their developments. But how do you pick up the 
rest? I think there’s always going to be a certain percentage 
that is not going to do it voluntarily. They are just going to do 
the bare minimum that the legislation requires of them. That’s 
their nature. They will do the bare minimum in terms of 
workplace health and safety. They will do the bare minimum 
with environmental requirements, so they won’t go and do any 
more than they have to. Hopefully, 80% is covered by then; 
it’s just the 20% that have to bring it in.  
In summary, the participants considered that the responsibility for reaching the 
2020 target was ultimately that of a higher authority; however, they differed in how 
they came to that conclusion. Some participants could identify an ideological match 
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between their business imperatives and the 2020 target; however, they also believed 
the responsibility for reaching the 2020 target should ultimately sit with a higher 
authority. The responsibility for inclusive housing was preferably given to the 
housing industry first, to respond as best they could. Then as an act of last resort, the 
responsibility should go to a higher authority (See Figure 7.5). The participants 
agreed that the responsibility for the 2020 target should not sit with the buying-
market.  
 
Figure 7.5. Responsibility for reaching the Livable Housing Design 2020 target.  
7.7 CONCLUSION 
This chapter explored how participants understood their agency and perceived 
their responsibility in providing inclusive housing; in particular, in reaching the 
Livable Housing Design 2020 target. With regard to agency, the participants were 
not so much concerned about the idea of inclusive housing; rather, their concern was 
the level of risk they incurred in their “contracts”.  
Participants typically considered agency in terms of the housing industry, 
rather than a personal act. Three groups (developers, designers and builders) emerged 
and each group identified different principals and different levels of risk in their 
“contracts”. Developers considered their principals (the buying-market) to be hard to 
anticipate, and ill-informed and unreliable with regard to inclusive housing; 
therefore, voluntarily providing inclusive housing incurred a high-level of risk. 
Designers considered their principals to be the developers, and identified a medium-
level of risk in interpreting what inclusive housing meant. Builders considered their 
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principals were those who developed their building contracts, and identified a low-
level of risk; any building contract specified standards and certification processes; 
they did what they were contracted to do.  
It then found how participants considered their responsibility related to their 
role in providing housing. There were levels of responsibility: the developers took 
responsibility for discerning which housing should be inclusive; this impacted on the 
level of responsibility taken by designers who decided what inclusive housing meant; 
and these decisions then impacted on the builders. In this sense, the developers 
perceived they had the greatest responsibility of all the roles.  
It was then found that participants considered their responsibility toward 
people who needed inclusive housing differently: some saw these people as part of 
the buying-market; others considered them to be separate from the buying-market. If 
they were perceived to be part of the buying-market, participants considered 
provision of inclusive housing their responsibility if it presented as a business 
opportunity (say, bespoke housing solutions or retirement villages). If they were 
perceived to be separate from the buying-market, participants considered it the 
responsibility of a higher authority who would direct them to provide it (say, through 
funding agreements or regulation), or the responsibility of a provider separate from 
the housing industry (say, government or disability organisations).  
The responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing was directed three 
ways: at the housing industry, at the buying-market, and at a higher authority. When 
this idea was concretised into a responsibility for reaching the 2020 target, the 
participants did not consider it the responsibility of the buying-market; ultimately, 
the responsibility was seen to be that of a higher authority. The point-of-difference 
among the participants was the timing—when to hand over to a higher authority. 
Some participants conceded that they relied on a higher authority to direct them to 
make any changes to their building-practice. Some participants preferred keeping the 
responsibility within the housing industry for as long as possible, before the 
inevitability of a higher authority directing that the Livable Housing Design 2020 
target be met.  
The next chapter discusses the findings in the previous three chapters. Using 
the process of immanent critique (Sabia, 2010), the chapter considers: what 
contradicts the three principles underpinning the Livable Housing Design initiative; 
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what is working against these principles; and, in keeping with the focus of this study 
(the question of responsibility and distributive justice), the participants’ suggestions 
of what might assist them to reach its 2020 target. The chapter concludes by 
determining the contribution this study has made to knowledge. 
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Chapter 8: Discussion 
This study problematised the assumption by the Livable Housing Design 
initiative that the Australian housing industry will voluntarily provide all new 
housing with Silver Level features by 2020. Previous studies (Bringolf, 2011b; Imrie, 
2006; Nishita et al., 2007) examine not only the housing industry’s response to 
providing inclusive housing, but also the consequences for people who need 
inclusive housing. They observe the housing industry from the “outside”, in an effort 
to understand the problem. This study differed by standing “inside” the housing 
industry from the perspective of various agents.  
It did this by using Dahler-Larsen’s (2001) constructivist program theory as a 
sensitising concept to guide the selection, collection and analysis of data that is most 
helpful to understand whether a program is likely to work, and how individual agents 
impact on it. The study first analysed the participants’ accounts and identified themes 
in “what got in the way” (moderators) and “what factors might assist” (moderator-
interventions) in the voluntary provision of inclusive housing (See Chapter Five). It 
then focused on the provision of the Silver Level features in the eleven dwellings; 
and interpreted from the documents, the built-form and the participants’ accounts, the 
reasons behind the provision or otherwise of these eight features (See Chapter Six).  
The analysis then went beyond the substantive data to explore how the 
participants considered their agency and perceived their responsibility with regard to 
the provision of inclusive housing. The study took an ethnomethodologically-
informed approach focusing on the indexicality and reflexivity within the accounts to 
identify “established norms and understandings, which maintain the status quo 
(Heritage, 1984, p. 109) (See Chapter Seven).  
Also guiding this study is the process of immanent critique, which “tests” the 
logic of an initiative by drawing on resources internal to it (See Figure 8.1). This 
chapter uses this process to discuss the study’s findings described in Chapters Five, 
Six and Seven. 
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Figure 8.1. The discussion using the process of immanent critique 
This chapter then proposes a strategy to reach the Livable Housing Design 
initiative’s 2020 goal. The thesis could have been content with the analysis of the 
problem; determining that “this is the way it is”. Instead, it took Heap’s (1990) 
counsel: “. . . At some juncture, [one] must develop ways of, and interests in, 
developing some positive news if it is to keep its audience” (p. 43). The previous 
three chapters forecasted that positive news would be difficult to find; thus, the 
discussion aims to provide news of “realistic hope”; where “optimism and hope [is] 
sustained in the process of honestly delivering bad news” (Hagerty et al., 2005, p. 
1279). There are a number of critical audiences: the Australian housing industry, 
governments, advocates, and the Livable Housing Design initiative itself. The 
relevance of the “realistically hopeful” news to these various audiences is discussed 
in Chapter Nine.  
This chapter now discusses the findings in relation to the three principles 
proposed in Chapter Four: 
 Section 8.1 discusses trusteeship; 
 Section 8.2 discusses self-determination; and  
 Section 8.3 discusses sense-of-duty.  
With regard to each principle, the discussion follows the process of immanent 
critique (See Figure 8.1). The chapter then concludes with: 
 Section 8.4 suggesting a process to reach the Livable Housing Design’s 
2020 target; and  
 Section 8.5 determining the study’s contribution to knowledge.  
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8.1 TRUSTEESHIP 
In the ideal “space in-between”, the first principle, trusteeship, presumes that 
those not represented in the deliberations in any cooperative contractual process are 
afforded equal respect in relation to that contract, even though they are not 
deliberative equals (Fitzpatrick, 2008). Ideally, individual agents would act in trust 
for those unable to participate or be represented in any process, and would support 
what those who cannot speak for themselves would want for themselves. The Livable 
Housing Design initiative assumes that individual agents will meet the needs of a 
wide range of people beyond their immediate contracts. The Livable Housing Design 
initiative is specific; it asks individual agents to provide housing that “enhance[s] the 
quality of life for all occupants at all stages of their life (sic) by including safer and 
more user friendly design features” (NDUHD, 2010b, p. 1) and to provide the Silver 
Level in all housing by 2020.  
Contradictions 
The study found that, instead of acting in trust for those who needed inclusive 
housing, the participants gave priority to their immediate contracts. This was 
found in three themes within the moderators. The first theme was a perception that 
people who need inclusive housing were “other” than their buying-market (See p. 
96). The second was confusion about the purpose of inclusive housing (See p. 99). 
The third was the focus on the demands of the buyer (See p. 105). 
The study found a lack of trusteeship across all three housing contexts. 
Regardless of the purpose of the housing, Silver Level features were not provided 
due to the assumption that the features would not be needed by the occupants or 
visitors (See Table 6.8). Dwellings in private and ULDA housing developments 
provided some fashion-driven features that, by coincidence, also complied with the 
Silver Level (See Table 6.6). No dwelling in the private developments provided 
Silver Level features voluntarily and intentionally to meet the needs of future 
occupants or visitors with mobility limitations. Some Silver Level features were 
provided voluntarily and intentionally in social-housing and ULDA developments. 
The study determined three reasons for this. The first reason was a wish to comply 
with the Access to Premises Standard (Australian Government, 2010a), even though 
the participants were not yet required to do so. The second reason was that it deemed 
expedient to duplicate some of the required access features in all dwellings within the 
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development. The third reason was a belief that Silver Level features were good 
building-practice (See Table 6.5).  
The exploration into how participants perceived their responsibility for people 
who needed inclusive housing identified a lack of trusteeship in two ways. First, 
some participants considered people who need inclusive housing as separate from the 
buying-market and therefore, not their responsibility. Second, they considered that 
they were part of the buying-market, but took responsibility only if they presented a 
business opportunity.  
The problem 
The participants’ preference to give priority to the immediate contract 
suggests that the Livable Housing Design initiative’s assumption of trusteeship, that 
is, that agents would act in trust for those not represented, is unfounded. The 
participants appeared to support the idea of objective social contracts between 
deliberative participating agents (Rawls, 1971, p. 12), while the needs of those not 
represented are to be addressed through postponed adjustment (p. 20). In other 
words, they did not support the idea that everybody’s needs should be considered 
from the beginning (Nussbaum, 2006a, p. 160).  
What might assist 
Young’s (2011) theory for individual responsibility for distributive justice 
offers some insights into trusteeship. With regard to people who need inclusive 
housing being considered as “other”, she suggests that people often “deny a 
connection” (p. 158) with those most adversely affected by their practice. Young 
proposes that a response might be to raise awareness of their broader obligations to 
others (p. 160). She cautions, however, that this is rarely successful. This idea does, 
however, point to moderator-interventions that participants identified being of 
possible assistance in guiding them towards trusteeship.  
One such moderator-intervention was the need for a coherent, consistent and 
positive message on the purpose of inclusive housing (See p. 117). To illustrate, 
Designer 1.2a suggested that her colleagues might respond more positively to the 
idea of providing access features if they understood the benefits for people and the 
consequences of not providing them: 
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Yes, actually, it would be interesting to see what reaction you get when you 
ask [the builder] . . . what if you actually did that on the other level—stepped 
the slab and then ramped it—what the cost is? I mean, if people, builders, 
were made aware of the massive difference that would make, they may be 
willing to accept the cost.  
With regard to agency, the group that identified themselves as developers 
considered the buying-market as their principal. Anticipated buyers were considered 
to be not readily identifiable, and ill-informed or unreliable with regard to any 
contract to provide inclusive housing, and as such, constituted a high risk. Eisenhardt 
(1989) suggests where the risk is high, agents prefer a “behaviour-based” contract 
with their principals (p. 62). This supports the participants’ moderator-intervention 
of direction from a higher authority to minimise risk (See p.111). 
8.1.1 Summary of trusteeship 
Rather than acting in trust for those not represented, the participants gave 
priority to their immediate contracts. The following factors “got in the way”: 
 Otherness; and 
 Confusion about the purpose of inclusive housing. 
They veered away from trusteeship towards the idea of postponed adjustment 
for those not represented, and away from the idea of inclusion for everyone. To assist 
them to work towards trusteeship, they suggested: 
 A clear, coherent and positive message on the need for inclusive 
housing; and  
 Direction from a higher authority that mandated the provision of 
inclusive housing (See Figure 8.2).  
 
Figure 8.2. Participants’ responses to trusteeship. 
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8.2 SELF-DETERMINATION 
The second principle, self-determination, proposes that agents in a liberal 
society prefer to proceed with objective reasoning, rather than to respond to some 
ideologically-driven intervention (Dworkin, 1977, p. 250; Fitzpatrick, 2008). The 
Livable Housing Design initiative assumes that the housing industry will support 
their strategic plan because it was developed, through a consensus process by 
industry and community representatives as an alternative to an external directive 
(NDUHD, 2010b, p. 7).  
Contradictions 
The study found that instead of following a process of objective reasoning, the 
participants took the path of least resistance. The current response by the 
participants to the provision of inclusive housing suggested that they preferred to do 
what incurred the least resistance to fulfil their contracts. This was indicated in three 
themes within the moderators. First, participants identified inertia within the housing 
industry (See p. 103) that hindered a change in practice. Second, the challenge of 
natural conditions (See p. 108) and third, technical limitations (See p. 109) justified 
the retention of existing practices. There were exceptions: Developer 3.2d, 
considered he would take responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing 
because he considered it “innovative”; Designer 5.1a thought it was “a natural part of 
good design”; Builder 2.3b, because it was “good business-practice”. 
Participants acknowledged that some Silver Level features could have been 
provided but were not because of lack of thought (See Table 6.7). Some Silver Level 
features in private and ULDA developments were provided as a result of arbitrary 
fashion decisions, rather than from a process of objective reasoning (See Table 6.6). 
The access features that were provided voluntarily in social-housing developments 
and ULDA developments (See Table 6.5) resulted from the objective reasoning that 
the provision of Silver Level features was good business-practice. 
The problem 
The participants indicated they were more likely to take the path of least 
resistance, than to take a process of objective reasoning that precedes any 
ideologically-driven intervention. This was evidenced in two ways. The first way 
was that, without a sense of trusteeship, the participants were unlikely to provide 
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inclusive housing unless it presented a business opportunity, and, if the 2020 target 
was to be reached, it would necessitate a higher authority to direct them. The second 
way was the participants were reluctant to change established building-practices, 
regardless, because they provided certainty and minimised risk.  
In this sense, participants veered towards the philosophical idea of social 
contracts from a basis of mutual advantage and mutual disinterest (Rawls, 1971, p. 
129), rather than taking a conscious process of objective reasoning towards the more 
subjective and ideological notion of inclusion as a societal responsibility (Nussbaum, 
2006a, p. 168).  
What might assist 
As with the previous principle, Young’s (2011, pp. 153-170) framework offers 
some insights into self-determination through a process of objective reasoning. 
Young suggests that agents often reify the status quo, or render it unchangeable as a 
reaction to the constraints they experience; the “world out there” gives them no 
choice but to act as they do (p. 154). Young identifies an antidote to this thinking. 
Where reification is prevalent, she suggests that these preconceptions can be 
challenged, and this is best done by “discussing and debating with one another 
[through] a self-conscious collective in order to change those processes” (p. 156).  
Among the moderator-interventions the participants identified, there were two 
themes that might assist; explanation of the extent of the task (See p. 119), and 
improvement of industry practices (See p.120). When considering the Silver Level 
features one-by-one, the participants did not consider them an onerous task (See 
Table 6.1) and that they were reasonable and do-able. At a systemic level, the task 
became more complicated. Designer 2.2a reflected on the idea of discussion and 
challenging one another towards more objective reasoning: 
One of the ways that change comes about is through, I guess, industry bodies 
meeting and having casual discussion where sort of someone’s saying, 
“Okay, I have this idea”, and talking about it, and then starting a, an 
industry-wide conversation about it. . . . The discussion will increase and 
people will become aware of it and the more people who become aware of it 
and understand the issues, I guess, the [more] potential for, um, innovation 
in a way the people think about it. . . . Whenever you are problem-solving, 
you need to include the people who are going to be solving the problem and 
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the people who the problem affects. So as, um, as a holistic, you know, kind 
of more bottom-up approach, because then there’s ownership.  
Designer 2.2a, however, qualified this thought: “But all of those things—you can 
never be certain of them. You will always have politics involved. It’s a complicated 
monster (laugh)”. Young’s next idea may offer some insight into this warning that 
objective reasoning was an elusive goal.  
Young’s (2011, pp. 161-165) framework also proposes that, even if discussion 
and debate raise awareness of the need for inclusive housing and how it can be done, 
all good intentions may still be subsumed by the demands of the day-to-day business 
of providing housing. The participants identified the moderator themes of “it all 
comes down to the dollar” (See p. 101) with the broader industry pressures of 
affordability (See p. 107). This excused them from taking responsibility for inclusive 
housing; something had to go, and the immediate demands of business prevailed.  
Her antidote to the demands of immediacy is for people to call each other to 
account, especially those more powerful and more able to take leadership (Young, 
2011, p. 164). Participants identified a theme of taking leadership and 
demonstrating best practice (See p. 115) within the moderator-interventions, which 
does just that. Young alerts the reader of the complexities of the relationship between 
the caller and the one who is being called to account. Calling to account is difficult 
and costly. Currently there appears to be little incentive for housing providers to call 
each other to account in this highly competitive, yet interdependent, industry 
(Bringolf, 2011b; Dalton, Wakefield, et al., 2011, p. 40). The public commitment of 
housing leaders to the Livable Housing Design initiative makes the task of calling to 
account clearer, but not necessarily easier. Nonetheless, the participants indicated 
that leadership from within the industry, and a demonstration of best practice 
might assist. 
8.2.1 Summary for self-determination 
Rather than proceeding with objective reasoning ahead of an 
ideologically-driven intervention, the participants took the path of least 
resistance to fulfil their contracts. The following factors got in the way: 
 Inertia within the housing industry; 
 Natural conditions; 
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 Technical limitations; 
 “It all comes down to the dollar”; and 
 Pressures of affordability of housing. 
They veered from self-determination towards the idea of decision-making from 
a place of mutual advantage and mutual disinterest and away from the idea of 
interdependency and multiplicity of need, where everyone is responsible. To assist 
them towards a process of objective reasoning ahead of an ideologically-driven 
intervention, the participants suggested the following strategies that might assist: 
 Explanation of the extent of the task; 
 Improvement in industry practices; and  
 Demonstration of best practices by leaders (See Figure 8.3). 
 
Figure 8.3. Participants’ responses to self-determination.  
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two themes within the moderators. The first theme was a lack of a mandated 
requirement (See p. 94); the second was a lack of buyer-demand (See p. 98).  
The study found that participants formed three basic groups taking three 
different levels of responsibility. The first group (developers) considered their 
responsibility was to decide if inclusive housing should be provided, the second 
group (designers) interpreted the decision of the first group into a building contract, 
and the third group (builders) built the dwellings. The decisions of the first group 
impacted on the second, which in turn, impacted on the last group. Williams’s (1990) 
theory of levels of responsibility reflects this hierarchy and suggests that: the first 
group were ideally placed to take full responsibility for the provision of inclusive 
housing; the second group, partial responsibility; and the last, no responsibility. In 
this sense, only the first group’s actions were truly voluntary. 
The housing industry is, however, a complex and interdependent system, 
connected to a broader network of suppliers, financial institutions, public and private 
infrastructure providers, and land developers (Bringolf, 2011b, pp. 281-284; Dalton, 
Wakefield, et al., 2011, p. 40). Its fragmented, dependent nature risks a domino-style 
effect if one agent changes his or her practice, and “poses a risk to the whole group, 
such that they all might fall” (Bringolf, 2011b, p. 281). Bringolf argues there is little 
advantage in being a “first-mover” (p. 282). This suggests that, even if the 
developers took the highest level of responsibility and were best placed to act with a 
sense of duty to provide inclusive housing, it would be difficult for them to do so.  
The findings indicate that where access features were mandated either by law 
or by funding agreements, they were provided (See Table 6.4). In this sense, the 
participants were compliant—they did as they were told. In the private 
developments, where access features were not mandated, either by law or by funding 
agreements, no access features were provided voluntarily (See Table 6.5). In this 
regard, participants did no more than was required of them.  
It is worth noting, however, where access features were mandated in social-
housing development and ULDA developments, some extra access features also were 
provided voluntarily and intentionally. The findings suggest this was more from a 
process of objective reasoning rather than out of either trusteeship or a sense-of-duty 
to do the right thing voluntarily for those who need inclusive housing. 
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Problem 
The participants saw no reason to do more than their roles required, 
suggesting that the Livable Housing Design initiative’s assumption that individual 
agents will do the right thing voluntarily is unfounded. The participants appeared 
to support more the idea of a linear measure of wellbeing and measurable strategies 
of individual compensation through monetary or legislative entitlements (Rawls, 
1993, p. 283). Inclusive housing was provided through some compensatory redress 
because of the lack of provision through market-forces (Rawls, 1971, p. 100) and it 
made more sense to do what is required. In contrast, they appeared not to support the 
idea of non-fungible antecedent rights (Nussbaum, 2006a, p. 167), in this context, 
that all housing should be inclusive. 
What might assist 
Young’s (2011, pp. 163-170) framework suggests that not having a sense-of-
duty may be due to some participants considering that the voluntary provision of 
inclusive housing was “not my job”. Young reflects: “Most of us can reasonably say 
that the rectification of injustice is not our job in particular. If we agree that there is 
injustice, however, then we are saying that somebody [her emphasis] ought to do 
something about it” (p. 166). This can be interpreted in two ways: it’s not my job 
because no one is asking for me to do it; and it’s not my job because there are others 
better placed to act (Goodin, 1995, pp. 28-30 as cited in Young, 2011).  
Two themes in the moderators reflected these two reasons: “it’s not my job” 
because, if inclusive housing was needed, then the market would demand it (See p. 
98); and “It’s not my job” because, if inclusive housing was needed, a higher 
authority would mandate it (See p. 94).  
As noted before, Developer 3.2d, Designer 5.1a and Builder 2.3b indicated 
they were willing to provide inclusive housing because it made good business sense. 
Scanlon’s (1998, pp. 251-256) idea of value of choice offers another insight into the 
responses of this group. The study found that most of the participants placed 
instrumental value (See Section 3.3) on their decisions regarding the provision of 
inclusive housing. Their interest was in the future or predictive benefit to them and to 
immediate others. This offers an important clue to how decisions are made, and what 
would increase their voluntariness; the lack of interest in representative or symbolic 
value (See Section 3.3) simplifies and focuses any strategy. In other words, there is 
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little interest in the rhetoric of distributive justice or inclusion; any strategy just needs 
to make good business-sense.  
The exceptions, such as Developer 3.2d, Designer 5.1a and Builder 2.3b, 
placed representative value on their decisions; that is, they were interested in 
representing their personal values regarding inclusive housing. Scanlon says reasons 
for valuing choice are not mutually exclusive: one can place representative and 
instrumental values on the one choice at the same time. Designer 5.1a illustrated this 
in his support for the idea of inclusive housing. He first supported inclusive housing 
because the idea aligned with his and his company’s personal values: 
I think it’s good because what appeals to me is how the fact that there’s—it 
provides more relevance to the built form. . . . So I think it fits well with the 
[company’s] ethos as well. . . . So I think if we can do relatively simple 
things in terms of, um, in terms of considering the plan, even in terms of 
some of the details in the way we construct things, um, I believe it’s fairly 
logical.  
He then explained that he supported inclusive housing because it was “a reasonable 
ask” for everyone: 
So I don’t believe it for the most part, it’s not very onerous on a client or a 
builder or a developer or anything like that at all. So wherever we can 
provide beyond a minimum is a good thing and I think that’s good design 
generally. 
When participants were willing to take responsibility for inclusive housing, 
most did this within their roles. The study found one exception in Site-representative 
1.2s who was willing to act voluntarily beyond his role, and to take a greater risk in 
his agency with his employer. Both his personal life and his roles in his workplace 
informed his decisions, and he was willing to accept significant prudential cost in 
acting voluntarily for what he considered was the right thing to do (“I don’t care 
what people think of me”), he took responsibility beyond his role (if it’s wrong I 
make them fix it”). Scanlon’s (1998) theory on responsibility suggests that Site-
representative 1.2s differed because he took moral responsibility, while most 
participants took substantive (p. 248) responsibility, or responsibility required (or not 
required) within their roles.  
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Young (2011, p. 168) cautions that those who hand over the responsibility 
because “it’s not their job” are at risk of continuing as before, believing the problem 
is solved. As an antidote, she proposes that, even with the hand-over to others, agents 
can also “do their bit” by supporting the work of those who now have the 
responsibility. The study identified one theme in the moderator-interventions where 
participants considered they could actively assist the buying-market to demand 
inclusive housing at the point-of-sale (See p. 122).  
Participants acknowledged that their relationships with the buyers were 
complex. Most buyers, as principals, were not readily identifiable, and ill-informed 
or unreliable with regard to any contract to provide inclusive housing. Most design 
decisions were made well before the individual buyer came on the scene, thus 
making it very difficult for the individual buyer to take the responsibility for 
inclusive housing. Nevertheless, there was some acknowledgement that a strategy 
targeted at buyers might encourage the demand for inclusive housing. The 
theme of incentives presented diverse opinions, and no clear single strategy to assist 
participants to “do their bit” emerged. This issue is discussed later in the chapter.  
With regard to agency, Eisenhardt (1989) suggests that individual buyers as 
principals may consider that agents may not care to, or are not able to, do the job that 
is required. She proposes that both principals and agents prefer behaviour-based 
contracts and information mechanisms to overcome this problem. The Livable 
Housing Design initiative’s Quality Mark (Livable Housing Australia, 2012) offers a 
voluntary accreditation mechanism to assist buyers to demand and housing providers 
to provide a reliable standard. This, however, does not overcome the risks for 
individual agents that a higher authority provides for building generally.  
The study identified two themes in the moderator-interventions that 
participants considered might assist them to “do their bit” to support a regulatory 
authority. They were a need for a higher authority as a secondary principal (See 
p. 111) and a consultative process towards regulation (See p. 112).  
Participants considered that, if regulation was necessary, they could assist in 
the preparation and acceptance of a regulatory framework that worked for them. In 
fact, there were risks for them if they did not “do their bit”. Designer 1.1a explained: 
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If you let the government lead the way, you will end with something which 
will cause some pain in the industry. If the industry comes up with the 
answers of what it can do . . . then at least then they have something to talk 
to government with.  
At first glance, the participants appear to be conflicted about voluntariness and 
responsibility. They identified that they needed to hand over the responsibility for 
inclusive housing to a higher authority (which would direct them) before they would 
voluntarily provide it. Olsaretti’s (1998) ideas on voluntariness and freedom are 
useful here. Olsaretti suggests that being required to do something does not 
necessarily mean that an agent cannot or is not willing to do it voluntarily. This is 
where the participants’ suggestion of a consultative process towards a regulatory 
framework appears to be critical in the eventual acceptance of regulation. Both 
Colburn (2008) and Olsaretti (1998, 2008) argue that the participants’ readiness is 
influenced by motivation, informedness and beliefs about inclusive housing, and all 
affect their level of voluntariness. 
8.3.1 Summary for sense-of-duty 
Rather than doing what is right voluntarily, the participants saw no 
reason to do more than their roles required of them. The following factors got in 
the way: 
 Lack of a mandated requirement; and 
 Lack of buyer-demand. 
They veered away from a sense-of-duty, and favoured the idea of measurable 
individual compensation when required, over the idea of non-fungible antecedent 
rights for everyone. To assist them in engendering a sense-of-duty, they suggested 
the following might assist:  
 The need for some encouragement of buyer-demand;  
 An acceptance of regulation; and 
 A process of consultation towards regulation (See Figure 8.4). 
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Figure 8.4. Participants’ responses to sense-of-duty. 
8.4 A PROCESS TO REACH THE 2020 TARGET  
The participants identified above that they might be assisted in a number of 
ways to provide inclusive housing in three basic directions:  
 A higher authority (say government or regulatory bodies):  
o Clear coherent and positive message; 
o Regulation; and  
o Consultation on regulation. 
 The buying-market: 
o Encourage demand. 
 The housing industry: 
o Name the extent of the task; 
o Improve industry practices; and 
o Demonstrate best practices (See Figure 8.5).  
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Despite such assistance, however, their response could still be minimal and 
they would have “done their job”, as they see it. So, what did the participants 
consider might assist them reach the Livable Housing Design 2020 target? 
The discussion now turns to the 2020 target of the Livable Housing Design 
initiative; that is, the provision of Silver Level features in all new housing by 2020. 
Of interest were two findings: the first was that no participant rejected the idea of a 
2020 target; rather, they turned their attention to what might assist them to reach it. 
The second was that most participants dismissed the idea that the buying-market was 
in a position to take the responsibility for reaching the 2020 target. To reach this 
target, participants identified that, ultimately, they preferred to hand over the 
responsibility to a higher authority to direct them.  
They differed on how best to do this. Some participants considered that little or 
no action would happen until they were directed to provide inclusive housing. Others 
considered their competing demands and responsibilities demanded an equally 
complex process of hand-over of responsibility to a higher authority (See Figure 
8.6). 
 
Figure 8.6. What might assist to reach the Livable Housing Design 2020 target? 
A natural order to these recommendations emerged, as follows:  
1. The need for a coherent, consistent and positive message;  
2. The need to name the extent of the task, improve industry practices 
and demonstrate of best practices; and  
3. Although most participants dismissed buyer-demand as the key strategy to 
reach the 2020 target, the idea was not totally abandoned. 
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4. The need for a consultative process to and acceptance of regulation. 
These recommendations are now discussed. 
8.4.1 Provide a consistent and positive message 
The first step was the need for a clear coherent statement as to why the housing 
industry should act in trust for people who need inclusive housing. The Livable 
Housing Design initiative’s strategic plan (NDUHD, 2010b) falls short of providing 
a message that assists the participants to understand the purpose of inclusive housing 
to the level that would instil a sense of trusteeship. It describes significant benefits to 
future users (improved home safety, a reduction in home-modification costs) and to 
government (savings in health and home-based care, improved employment 
opportunities for carers) (p. 9). It fails to offer the housing industry an incentive to 
act, let alone to take trusteeship. The sole “driver” for the uptake of the Livable 
Housing Design was “growing consumer interest” (NDUHD, 2010b, p. 8), which 
both the literature and the participants’ accounts serve to question. 
The Livable Housing Design initiative has already implied a link between 
inclusive housing and distributive justice through the agreed target of Silver Level 
access in all new housing by 2020 (Australian Government, 2011, p. 32). There may 
be some benefit in making the link between the provision of inclusive housing, the 
distributive justice implications, and the consequences for people (who benefit from 
inclusive housing) and governments, if it fails.  
Young (2011, p. 160) cautions, however, that asking people to consider their 
ethical obligations is rarely successful. There may be political and philosophical 
reasons for avoiding issues of distributive justice, and exclusion from private spaces. 
Public policy “interference” into the private territory of home is often resisted 
(Malloy, 2011); this resistance was illustrated in the response to a prominent 
disability advocate’s call for regulation (Moss, July 23, 2010). A disgruntled person 
with disability made it clear that universal access was not universally accepted: 
I understand the difficulty of getting around in a wheelchair, but that is Mr 
Moss's problem (and mine), not everybody else's; they have their own 
problems, and their own uses for their money. The idea that my need of 
wheelchair access is a claim on a property owner to provide it violates his 
rights. (Dawson, July 24, 2010) 
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Within Rawls’s (1971, p. 128) contract theory, issues of family and home are 
considered to be separate from the public contractual processes of a liberal society. 
Nevertheless, the participants identified more a practical policy confusion caused by 
a plethora of guidelines and conflicting priorities, than a fear of an infringement of 
the sanctity of private space (Malloy, 2011). Again, if the industry could be 
persuaded that inclusive housing made good business sense and they knew exactly 
what was needed, issues of distributive justice would be of little concern.   
8.4.2 Name, educate and demonstrate  
The next idea proposed by the participants was that, after clearly naming the 
extent of the task, leaders in the housing industry could improve existing practices 
and demonstrate best practices in inclusive housing. Three of the largest 
development companies in Australia (Stockland, Lend Lease and Grocon) together 
with the housing industry peak organisations (Master Builders Association and 
Housing Industry Association) signed the Livable Housing Design agreement. The 
participants considered it reasonable, therefore, that they “walk the talk” by 
demonstrating how the provision of inclusive housing could advantage them, as well 
as advantaging those who needed it. Again, Young (2011, p. 164) warns that calling 
others to account is costly and difficult. Three years on from the establishment of the 
Livable Housing Design initiative, there is little evidence of housing industry leaders 
demonstrating inclusive housing within their mainstream business. 
The Livable Housing Design initiative has established a voluntary accreditation 
system for housing providers that verifies that they have complied with the 
guidelines (Livable Housing Australia, 2012). This strategy aims to acknowledge and 
reward housing providers whose dwellings comply with the standard, and to raise 
awareness within the buying-market. The potency of this strategy is yet untested.  
8.4.3 Encourage buyer-demand and incentives 
The third idea was to encourage the buying-market to demand inclusive 
housing, thereby encouraging the housing industry to provide it. As noted above, the 
participants absolved the buying-market from the responsibility of reaching the 2020 
target. Nevertheless, they acknowledged that an increase in buyer-demand would be 
useful. The Livable Housing Design initiative has published its guideline on its 
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website to inform potential buyers of their benefits, and to assist them to negotiate 
the provision of appropriate access features in their purchase.  
The literature provides a sober picture regarding the knowledge and behaviour 
of home-buyers (Crabtree & Hes, 2009; Karol, 2008; Productivity Commission, 
2004, p. 32), and the participants were candid about the lack of influence the buyer 
had on the final product. Builder 2.1b summed up the problem: “The trouble with 
housing—the design is in place typically before the buyer comes along”.  
Participants were divided with regard to the idea of incentives. Although some 
were keen for any additional source of money, they were aware that the original 
intent was often thwarted by administrative complexities and short-term political 
agendas. Sunstein and Thaler’s (2009, p. 5) idea of actively encouraging people to do 
the right thing supports the idea of incentives; however, Sandel’s (2012, pp. 47-51) 
caution that incentives can pervert anticipated outcomes and erode social-policy 
objectives, unless they are carefully managed, perhaps explains the participants’ 
ambivalence. Both Sunstein and Thaler (2009, p. 187) and Sandel (2012, pp. 90-91) 
agree that incentives will not work if agents do not see an immediate personal 
benefit. In this sense, if incentives were to be used to increase the supply of inclusive 
housing, they would not only need careful thought with regard to broader policy 
objectives, but also offer immediate benefits to the housing provider and the buyer.  
8.4.4 Prepare for, and accept regulation 
The fourth idea was the need for preparation for regulation. The ideal would be 
that, if the previous steps were effective (that is, participants understood the purpose, 
and it was demonstrated that it made good business sense), then many would already 
be practising inclusive housing, and they could consult on future regulation from 
their experiences.  
Acceptance of regulation was the final idea. One group of participants 
considered that regardless of any of the previous ideas, there would be limited 
voluntary take-up of the Silver Level features, and most housing providers would do 
the minimum required of them. Developer 5.1d explained: 
I think most people do generally want to do the right thing but if they don’t 
have to, they won’t. It’s the dollar, I guess, that is probably more important 
to them but if the government is forcing you to get on board than you don’t 
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have an option. And I think that's more powerful than expecting people will 
do the right thing.  
Developer 3.1 explained his colleagues’ disinterest in any consultative process: “So 
if you bring [regulation] in across the board, and it becomes the normal thing to do 
 . . . then everyone stops talking about it”. Participants accepted regulation as “part 
and parcel” of how the housing industry works. Developer 4.2d summed this up: “I 
don’t agree with regulation by the way (laugh) but I think it’s the only way forward”.  
The other group emphasised the importance of “bringing individual agents 
along”. Designer 2.2a believed that, “It’s much better to get people involved, um, in 
a conversation, and problem-solving what is approaching because [then] there’s 
ownership and there’s fundamental shifts in the way people think about it”. In this 
sense, voluntariness can be engendered through understanding, accepting and 
supporting a requirement. 
The task of the Livable Housing Design initiative is to do just that; it aims to 
“bring individuals along” to provide inclusive housing voluntarily; however, it stops 
short of regulation or of articulating an intentional process towards it. The study 
found that, amongst the participants, the assumption of the Livable Housing Design 
initiative was unfounded, and suggests that a voluntary approach alone is unlikely to 
work. The participants identified regulation as the means by which the Livable 
Housing Design initiative would reach its 2020 target; in other words, the 
responsibility of inclusive housing as an instrument of distributive justice was best 
handed over to a higher authority. The path to regulation needs to address the 
participants’ complex and competing demands and responsibilities; thus, they called 
for an equally complex process to this hand-over of responsibility. 
8.5 CONTRIBUTION TO KNOWLEDGE 
8.5.1 Contribution to substantive knowledge 
Previous studies on the voluntary provision of inclusive housing have critiqued 
the Australian housing industry with regard to its lack of response to the need for 
inclusive housing. This criticism includes an indifferent attitude to people who need 
inclusive housing, resistance to change, lack of skill and knowledge, and 
disproportionate concerns about the cost of including access features (Bringolf, 
2011b; Karol, 2008; M Ward, Franz, & Adkins, 2011). These studies take into 
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account the perspective of people who need inclusive housing and who suffer the 
consequences of the lack of supply. From this perspective, this criticism is 
warranted; the housing industry is culpable and responsible for building dwellings 
that exclude people now and in the future.  
When critiquing from “inside-out”, this study discovered a complex picture of 
responsibility. It also suggests that the participants are not culpable; nor should they 
be blamed. Rather, the study reflects on Kutz’s (2007, p. 188, cited in Young, 2011, 
p.103) idea that distributive injustice can be the outcome of a myriad of interrelated 
individual actions, and the consequences are often not those planned by the 
individual agents. In fact, most agents would be dismayed by the thought of being 
individually responsible for a hurt or an injustice because of their actions. The study 
offers four alternative viewpoints to previous studies, as follows:  
Attitude of participants reflect broader societal attitudes 
Previous studies suggest the housing industry’s responses to people who need 
inclusive housing, particularly people with disability, is dismissive and disinterested. 
People with disability and older people are considered as “other”, better provided 
with special housing solutions, separate from the buying-market (Bringolf, 2011b, p. 
248; Burns, 2004; Imrie, 2006, p. 60; Thomas, 2004). This study also found a 
perception of “otherness”; however, there was no evidence in this study of an attitude 
that differed significantly from community attitudes generally, where people with 
disability, and older people, face discrimination on a daily basis (COTA, 2010; 
National People with Disabilities and Carer Council, 2009). It merely reflected the 
status quo.  
The study suggests that the participants, in the main, took substantive 
responsibility (responsibility for what was required of them in their roles or jobs) 
(Scanlon, 1998, p. 248), and made choices that were predictive of a benefit to them 
and their immediate others (pp. 251-256). Only three participants (Builder 2.3b, 
Developer 3.2d and Designer 5.1a) indicated making choices that were representative 
of their personal values (all of which were positively disposed to the provision of 
inclusive housing) and only one participant (Site-representative 1.2s) indicated that 
he was willing to take moral responsibility (again, positive) for the provision of 
inclusive housing (p. 248). A further indicator was found in their responses to “what 
might assist” them to reach the 2020 target. The participants sought practical 
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solutions, rather than a moral position with regard to whether the target needed to be 
reached. In this sense, they had no problem with providing inclusive housing as an 
instrument of distributive justice, if reaching the 2020 target also had immediate, 
tangible and substantive benefits for them.  
The Australian Government remains unclear about its commitment to full 
inclusion and participation in housing environments. It continues to provide financial 
support to build special facilities for people with disability (Australian Government, 
2012), and segregated residential accommodation, for example, and retirement 
villages are considered a positive alternative to community living (Bringolf, 2011c; 
Productivity Commission, 2011a, pp. 279-281). Those relying on social inclusion 
through the actions of the housing industry and the Livable Housing Design initiative 
may do well to heed Gleeson’s (1999a) advice. He argues that a commitment to 
social inclusion must be embraced at all levels of society before the Australian 
housing industry can be expected to take leadership in the provision of inclusive 
housing: 
This change must win a deep commitment to social inclusion in our 
structures, institutions and personal lives. Only with such a deep 
transformation can non-disabling spaces and places be socially valued as 
important, and therefore socially conceived and produced. (p. 115) 
In summary, the participants’ attitudes to people who need inclusive housing 
did not appear to differ from that of the Australian community generally. They 
identified the lack of a clear, coherent, consistent and positive policy message with 
regard to the need for inclusive housing. While their suggestions centred on 
clarifying standards and guidelines, their message implied much more; to ask the 
Australian housing industry to take responsibility for inclusive housing as an 
instrument of distributive justice in the absence of a supporting national policy is 
unreasonable in the extreme.  
Concerns about cost is more about risk 
Previous studies report that the extra cost of access features is a major inhibitor 
of providing inclusive housing (Bringolf, 2011b, pp. 279-281; Housing Industry 
Association, 2010; Imrie, 2006, pp. 52-53). This study identified a similar issue and 
suggested also that the “cost issue” was complex. The participants agreed that the 
Silver Level features were do-able and reasonable, and the arbitrary cost of these 
 Discussion 205 
features was minimal. They expressed concern, however, about the cost of the 
change process; that is, the cost of changing plans, supervising contractors to change 
their habits and getting their suppliers to change their products. “Cost” could also be 
interpreted as risk. The participants expressed fear of the risk that inclusive dwellings 
would not sell as quickly, or not at all, thus leaving them with a poor investment.  
The participants identified that naming the extent of the task, and improving 
existing practices might assist. A recent analysis of the broader challenges of the 
housing industry identified far more costly issues relating to existing practices; such 
as, lengthening construction times, managing demand for more complex house 
designs, the scheduling of a large number of contracts and suppliers and the 
prevalence of poor quality work that needs to be redone (Dalton, Wakefield, et al., 
2011, pp. 39-47). To change practices to provide Silver Level features, therefore, 
appears minor in comparison to these other challenges. The study suggests the 
concern for the cost of inclusive housing is symptomatic of a resistance to change 
generally. 
Change should be coherent with its purpose 
Bringolf (2011b, pp. 281-282) and Dalton, Wakefield et al (2011, pp. 39-40) 
describe the Australian housing industry as interdependent and risk-averse, resulting 
in a systemic resistance to change and innovation: 
The risk-averse nature of the industry means that no-one wants to take a lead 
in innovation. The aversion to risk is partially due to the fragmented nature 
of the industry and the practice of transferring risk down the supply chain 
until it can go no further. (Bringolf, 2011b, pp. 281-282) 
This study identified hierarchy, interdependence and risk-aversion amongst 
participants. Individual agents, however, responded according to their roles, with 
those in the “developer” role considering they took the greatest risks, and displayed 
the greatest caution with regard to providing inclusive housing. This study supports 
Bringolf by arguing that the participants in the role of “developer” were also the 
potential diffusers of the idea of inclusive housing, with designers and builders 
following on behind. The participants suggested that demonstration of best practice 
in inclusive housing would assist. If the leaders in the three development 
companies—Grocon, Lend Lease and Stockland—committed to provide the Silver 
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Level in their new housing, a significant shift in the provision of inclusive housing 
might occur.  
This is, however, an industry of leaders and followers of fashion, and fashion 
comes and goes. This study has identified the risks of relying on the whims of 
fashion to provide leadership (See p. 152). Malloy (2011) questions the underlying 
assumption that buyer-demand can achieve results that simultaneously maximise 
both private and public benefits, a thought that stems back to Adam Smith’s theory 
of the “invisible hand” (Rothschild, 1994, p. 319). Malloy suggests that the “invisible 
hand” of buyers demanding fashionable features—such as, larger entries, open-plan 
living, spacious ensuites and step-free showers—may meet some people’s needs, in 
some dwellings, some of the time. This should not be confused with thoughtful 
design for the intentional inclusion of all people. In this sense, any change to 
providing Silver Level features is useless unless it is coherent with its purpose. 
It is easier to follow directions for inclusive housing than to consider its 
purpose.  
Previous studies identify that the housing industry has difficulties 
implementing the details required for inclusive housing, and this, in turn, leads to a 
reduction in housing quality (Bringolf, 2011b, pp. 283-284; Imrie, 2006, pp. 62-66; 
Nishita et al., 2007). This study supported these findings; however, it also found that, 
when participants were required to provide access features, they complied with the 
specifications. Some participants welcomed the certainty of the Access to Premises 
Standard and, with one exception (Developer 2.1d), they accepted other access 
requirements within funding agreements without question.  
Developer 2.3d explained the importance of learning by doing: 
We have used six or seven builders, and all those builders have experience 
with [inclusive housing] and so now that they have . . . they won’t be as 
worried . . . in the future. . . . I think that’s the key thing—that the builders 
themselves have to experience either by someone else do it or doing it 
themselves. And then they will go, “Actually it’s not as bad as I thought”. 
Even when the requirements did not make good design sense (See footnote in 
Appendix D), the participants were willing and able to follow them regardless. The 
participants preferred to take the path of least resistance to fulfil the contract, rather 
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than to think about the intention of inclusive housing, and the consequences for 
future users.  
8.5.2 Contribution of a theoretical framework for voluntary initiatives 
Another contribution was the three principles that define the “space in-
between” (trusteeship, self-determination and sense-of-duty) developed from 
Fitzpatrick’s (2008) work), against which voluntary initiatives aiming for antecedent 
entitlements can be considered. The iterative process of this qualitative research 
allowed for these principles to be tested and refined until they truly represented the 
aspirations of the Livable Housing Design’s strategic plan (NDUHD, 2010b) and 
remained faithful to their philosophical roots (Fitzpatrick, 2008). The study proposes 
that these principles could be used to assess the effectiveness of similar voluntary 
initiatives in liberal societies, such as voluntary programs responding to pollution in 
rivers, and poor work conditions overseas—all aiming to address issues of 
distributive injustice.  
In this study, the principles provided a theoretical “ideal” for the Livable 
Housing Design initiative and its 2020 target. The responses of the participants in 
this study, for example, veered towards supporting postponed adjustment, individual 
responsibility and linear compensatory measures of the contract theorists. The 
strategies identified by the participants to assist the Livable Housing Design initiative 
to reach the 2020 target encouraged an intentional shift back towards the “space in-
between” with industry education improvement and demonstration preparing them 
for the inevitability of legislated rights through a regulatory framework (See Figure 
8.7).  
 
Figure 8.7. Participants’ responses in relation to the “space in-between”. 
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8.5.3 Methodological contribution 
Occasionally, an initiative documents its ideal, allowing for the use of 
immanent critique—to “test” the logic of the initiative from within. The Livable 
Housing Design initiative’s strategic plan (with its access guideline and aspirational 
targets) (NDUHD, 2010a, 2010b) provided that opportunity. As noted, previous 
studies, which critiqued from “outside-in”, identified similar barriers to the voluntary 
provision of inclusive housing. Some might consider this study has not taken into 
account the consequences of current building-practices on people who need inclusive 
housing, and by taking the housing industry’s “inside-out” view only, that this 
viewpoint is blinkered.  
The use of the process of immanent critique (See Figure 4.1 on p. 63), 
however, offers an opportunity for new insights, without dismissing other 
viewpoints. Sabia (2010) explains: “If a practice or way of life we find offensive or 
wrong is widely accepted by some people, we ought to inquire why this is so before 
we condemn it and them” (p. 698). Immanent critique does not dismiss external 
critiques; rather, it has the potential to complement and strengthen them: “If our 
inquiry convinces us that they are mistaken, we are not prevented from criticising 
them [from the external position]” (p. 698). This study has found that, by 
problematising the assumption made by the Livable Housing Design initiative and 
exploring it from “inside-out”, the process of immanent critique offers a “language 
for a way forward”, shared by both the housing industry and those that condemn 
them.  
8.6 CONCLUSION 
The study found that, given the participants’ current responses to, and their 
perceptions of responsibility towards the provision of inclusive housing, a voluntary 
strategy is unlikely to work. As individual agents, they considered the Livable 
Housing Design’s Silver Level to be reasonable and do-able; however, as 
representatives of a collective, they preferred to hand over the responsibility for the 
2020 target to a higher authority. Contrary to the assumption underpinning the 
Livable Housing Design initiative, they did not embody the principles of trusteeship, 
self-determination and sense-of-duty. In the main, they gave priority to the demands 
of the immediate contracts, took the path of least resistance to fulfil those contracts, 
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and saw no reason to do no more than their roles required. Their responses tended to 
veer towards the philosophical position of postponed adjustment, individual 
responsibility for integration and linear compensation, rather than for inclusion of 
everyone, multiplicity of need and legislated rights.  
Nevertheless, to meet the 2020 target, they identified the need to hand over the 
responsibility for inclusive housing to a higher authority who would direct them to 
provide inclusive housing. Some participants accepted this hand-over to a higher 
authority as customary practice; this is typically how the Australian housing industry 
works. Others were cognisant of the housing industry’s reluctance to change per se, 
and cited policy confusion, industry culture, minimal demand and cost, as barriers to 
overcome before regulation would be accepted. The participants offered a suite of 
strategies which might assist, including: providing a clear and coherent statement of 
purpose; improving existing practices; demonstrating best practice; encouraging 
buyer-demand; and consulting on, and accepting, a regulatory framework.  
The Livable Housing Design initiative could be said to have started the 
process. It has sought improvement in industry practices, buyer-awareness, and 
demonstration to assist the housing industry to act voluntarily. The industry leaders, 
at the time of this study, had yet to improve their own practices or to demonstrate to 
others that providing inclusive housing is good business-practice. The participants 
were cautious with regard to the efficacy of strategies to increase buyer-demand. 
Buyers were seen as not readily identifiable, and ill-informed or unreliable in their 
demands for inclusive housing; thus, it was risky for them to change practice without 
greater assurance of sales. Incentives were considered a source of income; however, 
they were fraught with administrative difficulties and changeable objectives. A study 
similar to this, focusing on the perceptions of buyers of inclusive housing would be is 
recommended.  
The contribution to knowledge is threefold. Its contribution to substantive 
knowledge is new insights that complement previous studies on the barriers to 
providing inclusive housing. Its contribution to the discipline of social science is a 
theoretical framework for voluntary initiatives aiming for distributive justice 
outcomes. Its contribution to research methodology is the use of immanent critique 
as a process to find a language that can be shared by both protagonists and 
antagonists of a voluntary change process. 
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The Livable Housing Design initiative appears to have not reached either its 
2011 target for social-housing, or its 2013 target (See Appendix C). Thus far, the 
Australian Government, the housing industry, and the buying-market have shown 
little concern. Advocates for social inclusion have monitored the lack of progress, 
and continue to call for regulation. The next and final chapter places the Livable 
Housing Design initiative within a broader political context, and reflects on what 
might need to happen for the 2020 target to be reached.  
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Chapter 9: Conclusions 
Thus far, the picture is a sombre one. The participants indicated a reluctant 
response to providing inclusive housing voluntarily due to the complex and 
competing demands on them. Taking responsibility for the provision of inclusive 
housing as an instrument of distributive justice did not align with how they did 
business. This suggests the assumption underpinning the Livable Housing Design 
initiative is unfounded. 
The participants considered that, if the 2020 target is to be reached, the 
responsibility for inclusive housing was best handed over to a higher authority to 
direct them, thus providing some certainty and minimising any risk. This was more 
how they typically did business. However, a complex process of “hand-over” was 
indicated if the participants were to voluntarily accept that direction from a higher 
authority.  
This chapter concludes the thesis, as follows: 
 Section 9.1 provides a summary; 
 Section 9.2 asks the question, “So what?” and positions the Livable 
Housing Design initiative within a broader political context; and 
 Section 9.3 asks the question, “What next?” and reflects on possible 
future action.  
9.1 SUMMARY OF THE THESIS 
Chapter One gave some background on the Livable Housing Design initiative, 
and its assumption that the Australian housing industry would respond voluntarily to 
provide inclusive housing and meet its 2020 target of Silver Level access features in 
all new housing. It described the need for inclusive housing in Australia, and the 
perplexing situation with regard to its supply and demand; that is, people who need 
inclusive housing are not typically the buyers, and buyers are not demanding it. 
Within the current political, social and economic context, a circular transfer of 
responsibility for the provision of inclusive housing was found to exist; where no-
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one is taking responsibility. The purpose of the study was to problematise the above 
assumption.  
Chapter Two sought a theoretical framework for the Livable Housing Design 
initiative; and found it sat most comfortably sat in the “space in-between” Rawls’s 
(1971, 1993) contractualist, egalitarian, approach to distributive justice, and 
Nussbaum’s (2000, 2006a) capability approach seeking antecedent rights for all. 
Guided by Fitzpatrick’s work (2008), the study proposed three principles 
(trusteeship, self-determination and sense-of-duty) that underpinned the Livable 
Housing Design initiative, and would ideally guide individual agents within the 
Australian housing industry towards the 2020 target.  
Chapter Three explored “agency”, “voluntariness” and “responsibility” as 
notions within any voluntary initiative that addresses distributive injustice. The 
following ideas guided the discussion: agency relies on action that addresses costs, 
and minimises risk in any contract (Eisenhardt, 1989); voluntariness does not 
necessarily equate to the freedom to do as one wishes; rather, it can mean the 
endorsement of a directive or requirement (Olsaretti, 2008); and responsibility is 
seen as a multi-layered concept, with types and levels of responsibility assumed, and 
various values an agent can place on making choices (Scanlon, 1998, pp. 248-256; 
Williams, 1990). The chapter then considered individual and systemic responsibility 
for distributive justice. Of particular relevance was Young’s (2011, pp. 153-170) 
theoretical framework for understanding how individuals avoid taking action, and 
can be assisted to take action, on distributive injustice. 
Chapter Four outlined the study’s aims and methodological approach. As 
previously noted, the purpose of the thesis was to problematise the assumption made 
by the Livable Housing Design initiative that the Australian housing industry would 
respond voluntarily to provide inclusive housing, and reach the 2020 target. The 
study took a theoretical approach of critical inquiry; however, differing from other 
studies, which critiqued the provision of inclusive housing from the perspective of 
people who need it, this study critiqued the Livable Housing Design initiative from 
the perspective of the Australian housing industry.  
The study was situated in and around Brisbane and used eleven dwellings as 
cases identified as a theoretical sample from three housing contexts, with different 
influences and experiences with regard to providing inclusive housing. The study 
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first sought to understand the current response by various agents to providing 
inclusive housing, in particular, to the Silver Level of access of the Livable Housing 
Design initiative. It did this by identifying themes within the participants’ accounts, 
observing the dwellings, and examining their documentation. The study then went 
beyond these substantive findings to explore how various agents perceived their 
responsibility in providing inclusive housing, in particular, in reaching the 2020 
target. It took an ethnomethodologically-informed approach focusing on the 
indexicality and reflexivity in the participants’ accounts. Using these techniques, it 
sought to understand: how they perceived their responsibility and agency in relation 
to their roles; how they perceived their responsibility for people who need inclusive 
housing and who should provide it; and finally how they perceived their 
responsibility for the 2020 target. 
Chapters Five, Six and Seven described the findings of the study, and slowly 
built a picture of the various agents’ complex and competing demands, which 
challenged the Livable Housing Design’s assumption.  
Chapter Five outlined what inhibited the participants from responding 
voluntarily, what might assist them and what other external influences might need to 
be considered. In the main, the participants considered that if they were not required 
to provide inclusive housing (by law or by funding agreement) they were unlikely to 
respond. Some participants described the housing industry as interdependent, highly 
competitive and risk averse—any change in this environment was difficult. 
Assistance for the voluntary provision of inclusive housing was likely to entail:  
 a clear, coherent and positive message why they should act;  
 explanation, professional improvement and demonstration that inclusive 
housing made good sense;  
 encouragement of buyers; and consultation; and  
 eventual acceptance of a regulatory framework that provided certainty and 
minimised risk.  
Participants were clear that, if the 2020 target was to be reached, regulation 
would be required. The participants did not identify any significant external 
influences on the Livable Housing Initiative.  
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Chapter Six focused on the response to the Silver Level. The individual 
participants, when presented with each of the eight features, considered them doable 
and manageable within the current industry practices. No dwelling provided all the 
Sliver Level features, and no single feature was provided in all of the dwellings. The 
most prevalent reason why Silver Level features were not provided was the 
assumption that access would not be required by the dwelling users. Silver Level 
features were provided most often as a coincidence of current fashion trends.  
Chapter Seven revealed a complex picture of how participants perceived their 
responsibility for the voluntary provision of inclusive housing. First, it was perceived 
that agents in the “developer” role were best placed to take responsibility for the 
voluntary provision of inclusive housing; yet, in that role, they incurred the greatest 
level of risk, and, therefore, were the least supportive. People who needed inclusive 
housing were perceived either as part of the buying-market—if they presented a 
business opportunity; or as separate from the buying-market—they would be assisted 
by other means. The responsibility for providing inclusive housing, therefore, was 
perceived in three ways: first, some participants considered it was a responsibility of 
the housing market to find business opportunities; second, some considered it was 
the responsibility of the buying-market to demand it; and third, it was the 
responsibility of a higher authority to direct its provision. 
When considering the 2020 target, most participants dismissed the idea that the 
responsibility could be given to the buying-market. Instead they were divided in their 
opinions: one group handing the responsibility directly to a higher authority to direct 
its provision through regulation; and the other group keeping the responsibility with 
the housing industry as long as possible before the inevitability of a higher authority 
directing that the 2020 target should be met.  
Chapter Eight discussed these findings, and reflected on the contribution to 
knowledge this study has made. The discussion was structured around the three 
principles (trusteeship, self-determination and sense-of-duty) using the 
aforementioned process of immanent critique. It first identified any contradictions 
between the principles and the findings. It then explored the problem and finally, it 
proposed what might assist bringing the reality of the participants closer to the 
principles: It was found that: 
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 Instead of trusteeship (participants acting in trust for future users of the 
dwelling), the participants appeared to give priority to the immediate 
demands of their contracts;  
 Instead of self-determination, (participants proceeding with objective 
reasoning ahead of ideologically-driven intervention), the participants 
appeared to take the path of least resistance to fulfil their contractual 
obligations; and  
 Instead of sense-of-duty, (participants voluntarily doing the right thing), 
they considered they need do no more than their roles required.  
Their ideas for what might assist them to reach the 2020 target offered a logical 
process for action:  
 first, a clear, coherent and positive message why inclusive housing 
should be provided;  
 second, a strategy of naming the task, improving industry practices and 
demonstrating best practices; and  
 finally, acceptance of regulation with an opportunity to consult on its 
development.  
For the Livable Housing Design initiative, this is a mix of sombre news, and realistic 
hope that there might be a way forward.  
The chapter now addresses the question, “So what?” It considers what this 
news means in the broader context of the various stakeholders in inclusive housing: 
the housing industry; for people who need inclusive housing; for governments who 
have inclusion as a policy goal. It then addresses the question, “What next?” It 
recommends further research that would build on this study.  
9.2 SO WHAT? 
The significance of this news differs with each audience, and whether they will 
listen. People who need inclusive housing are likely to listen because the topic 
affects their personal well-being. The preface suggests the housing industry might 
listen for a while, but not for long. Simply finding that the Livable Housing Design 
initiative has “got it wrong” will not be enough; nor will identifying what might 
assist them to change their practices, particularly if there are no consequences for 
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them if the Livable Housing Design initiative fails. So who will listen, and who will 
act?  
When thinking about systemic distributive injustice, in this case, the 
marginalisation and exclusion of people from housing environments, and what 
should be done about it, the four groups described in Section 3.4) offer some 
guidance. The first group are both responsible and culpable. They are the few people 
in positions of influence and power, who understand the consequences of poor 
housing design, and do nothing about it. The majority of people bear the 
responsibility of the actions of those few because they are seen to be connected by 
association. In effect, they are the many individual agents within the Australian 
housing industry, buyers of new housing, and the broader community who, by going 
about the business of developing, designing, building, selling and buying housing, 
unwittingly discriminate against and exclude people, now and in the future. The third 
group acknowledge this, take some direct action to remedy the injustice, and assist 
others to do the same. This group includes the National Dialogue for Universal 
Housing Design and those agents responding to the Livable Housing Design 
initiative. The fourth group take public, collective and political action to bring the 
consequences of the lack of inclusive housing to the notice of those who can effect 
change (p. 89). Already in Australia, groups representing people with disability and 
older people are advocating for regulation, through the Building Code of Australia, 
for minimum access features in housing.  
What does the news of a way-forward mean for each of these four groups? The 
first group are not likely to be interested in this news. Given they have power and 
influence to assist the Livable Housing Design initiative to achieve its 2020 target, 
and they have chosen not to act, the news of a way forward will be meaningless. 
Individual agents in the second group might listen, and the news provides a 
language which acknowledges the competing and complex demand upon them.  
The third group are likely to delight in the news. The news offers a spring-
board for direct individual and collective actions by those who seek to increase the 
supply of inclusive housing. There is much for this third group to do: name the task, 
improve industry practices; demonstrate best practices; and encourage buyer-
demand. It is this group that will respond to the Livable Housing Design initiative.  
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The fourth group, at first, may not welcome the news. For many decades, 
activists have identified that the responsibility for inclusive housing should be 
handed over to a higher authority. They may not appreciate the participants’ picture 
of complex and competing demands and their call for a complex process to this 
hand-over. That said, the study does offer some insight into why the Australian 
housing industry has been reluctant to adopt inclusive housing practices, and why the 
advocates have been so unsuccessful. The news offers a shared language towards 
possible partnerships with the Australian housing industry in reaching the Livable 
Housing Design initiative’s 2020 target, if they choose to take that path.  
If culpability is to be found, this study suggests it is among the government 
leaders who established the Livable Housing Design initiative. Government leaders 
have perpetuated confusion and silence on access to and within private spaces. This 
confusion is exemplified in the Australian Government’s 2012 report on the state of 
Australian cities (Major Cities Unit, 2012), compiled by “some of the finest 
researchers and industry experts in the nation” (p. 1). It acknowledges the challenge 
of the Convention of the Rights of People with Disabilities (United Nations, 2007) 
calling for full participation and inclusion. It anticipates the economic challenge of 
an ageing population, where “the number of people with severe or profound 
disability is projected to more than double over the next 40 years” (Major Cities 
Unit, 2012, p. 221), and reports on the commitment of the Council of Australian 
Governments to “an inclusive Australian society that enables people with disability 
to fulfil their potential as equal citizens” (p. 222). It then falls silent, and does not say 
what this means for housing environments. Instead, governments at all levels in 
Australia have used the voluntary approach of the Livable Housing Design initiative 
as the key strategy to meet these distributive justice imperatives (Australian 
Government, 2011; Government of South Australia, 2011; Productivity Commission, 
2011a, 2011b; Queensland Government, 2011). Given the knowledge already 
available on dependency, marginalisation and exclusion caused by current housing 
design (Beer & Faulkner, 2009; Jones et al., 2008; Judd et al., 2010; Saugeres, 2010), 
this response is at best—ill-considered, at worst—negligent of vulnerable 
Australians.  
Nevertheless, focusing on who is culpable is not helpful, and it typically leads 
to a divide between those with power and influence, and the victims of distributive 
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injustice. If there is a divide, both parties can expect an acrimonious and drawn out 
process towards the provision of inclusive housing similar to that experienced with 
the Access to Premises Standard, and worse; with housing, there is no legislated 
rights framework from which to argue. This thesis recommends another way to the 
same outcome. The fourth group (the advocates for inclusive housing) could choose 
to use this shared language, acknowledge the complex and competing demands the 
Australian housing industry, and respect their suggested complex process of hand-
over to a higher authority. With this approach, they are more likely to agree on a 
common goal and achieve a more generous and creative distributive justice outcome. 
9.3 WHAT NEXT? 
The study has identified opportunities for further research. A similar 
investigation of the buying-market and government of their responses to the 
provision of inclusive housing as an instrument of distributive justice would 
complete the triumvirate of responsibility. In particular, the ethnomethodologically-
informed approach used in this study would assist in revealing their established 
norms and understandings. Also, the insights from the theoretical sampling in this 
study would benefit from a representative sampling; thus giving greater focus to the 
private industry, and to the production of Class 1(a) single-family dwellings built by 
small family companies which are the current major supply of housing (Dalton, 
Chhetri, et al., 2011, pp. 13, 35).  
The researcher is also positioned to take the news forward into some practical 
action—to “walk the talk”, so to speak. As a member of the Australian Network for 
Universal Housing Design and the Queensland Action for Universal Housing Design 
(both are collectives within the fourth group), she is positioned to assist key activists 
to work with government and the Australian housing industry using this shared 
language to reach the Livable Housing Design’s 2020 target.  
9.4 CONCLUSION 
The thesis recognises that the efforts to be heard should not avoid the broader 
reality for those who need inclusive housing. Throughout the literature review, the 
findings and the discussion, is evidence of a broader societal apathy towards their 
potential and real exclusion, marginalisation and isolation. If the actions of the 
change-agents stopped now, it would be “business as usual” for the housing industry, 
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justified by this broader apathy. The lack of demand for inclusive dwellings by 
buyers and confused policy by government justify the assumptions by the housing 
industry that inclusive housing is not their responsibility. The responsibility for the 
distributive justice issue of inclusive housing should be with the Australian 
Government; however it is currently in the hands of the change-agents. This thesis 
offers these change-agents a strategy to work collaboratively with the Australian 
housing industry and the Australian Government towards build environments that 
include and welcome everyone. 
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Appendices  
APPENDIX A. LIST OF ORGANISATIONS IN THE 
NATIONAL DIALOGUE ON UNIVERSAL HOUSING DESIGN 
The member organisations of the National Dialogue on Universal Housing 
Design were: 
 Australian Human Rights Commission; 
 Australian Institute of Architects; 
 Australian Local Government Association; 
 Australian Network for Universal Housing Design; 
 COTA Australia; 
 Grocon; 
 Housing Industry Association; 
 Lend Lease; 
 Master Builders Australia; 
 National People with Disabilities and Carers Council; 
 Office of the Disability Council of NSW; 
 Property Council of Australia; 
 Real Estate Institute of Australia; and 
 Stockland. 
The National Dialogue on Universal Housing Design was provided secretariat 
support by the Australian Department of Families, Housing, Community Services 
and Indigenous Affairs. The Australian Department of Industry, Innovation, Science 
and Research and the Australian Building Codes Board acted as observers. The 
Victorian Department of Planning and Community Development and the Building 
Commission, Victoria provided technical advice on the guidelines (NDUHD, 2010b, 
p. 1).  
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APPENDIX B. LIVABLE HOUSING DESIGN GUIDELINES: 
SILVER LEVEL  
1. Dwelling access 
Performance Statement: 
There is a safe and continuous pathway from the street entrance and/or 
parking area to a dwelling entrance that is level.  
a) A safe and continuous pathway from: 
i. the front boundary of the allotment: or 
ii. a car parking space, where provided, which may include the 
driveway on the allotment, 
to an entrance that is level as specified in Element 2. 
This provision does not apply where the average slope of the ground 
where the path would feature is steeper than 1:14. 
b) The path-of-travel as referred to in (a) should have a minimum clear 
width of 1000mm and— 
i. an even, firm, slip-resistant surface; 
ii. a cross-fall of not more than 1:40; 
iii. a maximum pathway slope of 1:14. (Landings are to be provided at 
intervals as detailed in AS1428.1 (2009) for gradients between 
1:20—1:14) 
iv. a step ramp compliant with AS1428.1 (2009) may be incorporated, 
with a landing at its head and foot where there is a change in height 
of 190mm or less. The landings must have a length of at least 
1200mm exclusive of the swing of the door or gate that opens onto 
them. 
2. Dwelling entrance 
Performance statement: 
There is at least one level entrance into the dwelling to enable home 
occupants to easily enter and exit the dwelling. 
a) The dwelling should provide an entrance door with: 
i. a minimum clear opening width of 820mm; 
ii. a level transition and threshold (maximum vertical tolerance of 5mm 
between abutting surfaces is allowable provided the lip is rounded or 
bevelled); and 
iii. reasonable shelter from the weather. 
b) A level landing area of 1200mm x 1200mm should be provided at the 
level entrance door. 
c) Where the threshold at the entrance exceeds 5mm a ramped threshold of 
up to 56mm compliant with AS1428.1 (2001) may be provided.  
d) The level entrance should be connected to the safe and continuous 
pathway as specified in Element 1. 
Note: The entrance must incorporate waterproofing and termite management 
requirements as specified in the BCA. 
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3. Car parking (where part of the dwelling access) 
Performance statement: 
Where the parking space is part of the dwelling access it should allow a 
person to open their car doors fully and easily move around the vehicle. 
a) Where the parking area forms part of the access pathway into the 
dwelling the space should incorporate: 
i. minimum dimensions of at least 3200mm (width) x 5400mm (length); 
ii. an even, firm and slip-resistant surface; and 
iii. a level surface (1:40 maximum gradient, 1:33 maximum gradient for 
bitumen). 
4. Internal doors and corridors 
Performance statement: 
Internal doors and corridors facilitate comfortable and unimpeded 
movement between spaces. 
a) Doorways to rooms on the entry-level used for living, dining, bedroom, 
bathroom, kitchen, laundry and sanitary compartment purposes should 
provide: 
i. a minimum clear opening width of 820mm; and 
ii. a level transition and threshold (maximum vertical tolerance of 5mm 
between abutting surfaces is allowable provided the lip is rounded or 
bevelled). 
b) Internal corridors/passageways to the doorways referred to in (a) should 
provide a minimum clear width of 1000mm. 
5. Toilet 
Performance statement: 
The ground (or entry) level has a toilet to support easy access for home 
occupants and visitors. 
a) Dwellings should have a toilet on the ground (or entry) level that 
provides: 
i. a minimum clear width of 900mm between the walls of the bathroom 
if located in a separate room; and 
ii. a minimum 1200mm clear circulation space forward of the toilet pan 
exclusive of the swing of the door in accordance with Figure 1. 
b) If the toilet is located within the ground (or entry) level bathroom, the 
toilet pan should be located in the corner of the room to enable the 
installation of grab-rails. 
6. Shower 
Performance Statement: 
The bathroom and shower is designed for easy and independent access for 
all home occupants. 
a) One bathroom should feature a slip-resistant, hobless (step-free) shower 
recess. Shower-screens are permitted provided they can be removed at a 
later date. 
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b) The shower recess should be located in the corner of the room to enable 
the installation of grab-rails at a future date. 
7. Reinforcement of bathroom and toilet walls 
Performance statement: 
The bathroom and toilet walls are built to enable grab-rails to be safely and 
economically installed. 
a) Except for walls constructed of solid masonry or concrete, the walls 
around the shower, bath (if provided) and toilet should be reinforced to 
provide a fixing surface for the safe installation of grab-rails. 
b) The fastenings, wall reinforcement and grab-rails combined must be able 
to withstand 1100N of force applied in any position and in any direction. 
c) The walls around the toilet are to be reinforced by installing: 
i. noggings with a thickness of at least 25mm in accordance with 
Figure 2a*; or 
ii. sheeting with a thickness of at least 12mm in accordance with 
Figure 2b* 
d) The walls around the bath are to be reinforced by installing: 
i. noggings with a thickness of at least 25mm in accordance with 
Figure 3a*; or 
ii. sheeting with a thickness of at least 12mm in accordance with 
Figure 3b*. 
e) The walls around the hobless (step-free) shower recess are to be 
reinforced by installing: 
i. noggings with a thickness of at least 25mm in accordance with 
Figure 4a; or 
ii. sheeting with a thickness of at least 12mm in accordance with 
Figure 4b*. 
8. Less than 5mm transition between internal spaces** 
Performance statement: 
Internal doors and corridors facilitate comfortable and unimpeded 
movement between spaces. 
i. (Internal spaces) on the entry-level used for living, dining, 
bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, laundry and sanitary compartment 
purposes should provide a level transition and threshold 
(maximum vertical tolerance of 5mm between abutting surfaces is 
allowable provided the lip is rounded or bevelled). 
*No figures were provided in the Livable Housing Design guideline published in 
July 2010. 
**This feature is included in feature No 4; however, during the interviews it was 
discussed as a separate feature.  
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APPENDIX C.  LIVABLE HOUSING DESIGN: ASPIRATIONAL TARGETS 
The following is an excerpt from the Livable Housing Design Strategic Plan agreed 
to by the National Dialogue for Universal Housing Design: 
National Dialogue members propose a 10-year timeframe for the 
implementation of this Strategic Plan, with the aspirational target being that 
all new homes will be of an agreed Universal Housing Design standard by 
2020.  
The application of the Guidelines is a key element of working toward the 
aspirational target. Therefore, interim targets for the adoption of the 
Guidelines are proposed to assist National Dialogue members to gauge the 
uptake and improvement in awareness of Universal Housing Design over the 
next 10 years. 
The agreed interim targets for voluntary uptake of the Guidelines for all new 
residential housing are: 
o 25 per cent to Silver Level by 2013 
o 50 per cent to Silver Level by 2015 
o 75 per cent to Silver Level by 2018 
o 100 per cent to Silver Level by 2020 
National Dialogue members hope that home owners will see the benefits of 
Universal Housing Design principles when renovating an existing home. 
National Dialogue members believe that the Commonwealth and all state 
and territory government providers of social-housing should commit to 
delivering all new public-housing to an agreed Universal Housing Design 
standard. The targets proposed for the uptake of the Guidelines by the 
Commonwealth and states are: 
o 100 per cent to Silver Level by 2011 
o 50 per cent to Gold Level by 2014 
o 75 per cent to Gold Level by 2017 
o 100 per cent to Gold Level by 2019 (NDUHD, 2010b, p. 7). 
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APPENDIX D. AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT’S UNIVERSAL DESIGN 
REQUIREMENTS  
Universal design standard for dwellings: Nation-Building economic stimulus 
plan—Social-housing initiative (Australian Government, 2009) 
Requirements  
New dwellings funded through Stage 2 would, where possible, incorporate the 
following minimum universal design elements to make properties more accessible to 
people who are ageing or live with disabilities: 
a) Installation of grab-rails in bathrooms and toilets or the incorporation of 
reinforced wall framing to allow future installation. 
b) Hobless /step-free shower recess (threshold less than 5mm in height or 
bevelled edge and adjustable / detachable hand-held shower rose. 
c) Internal doorways on the entrance level having a minimum clear opening of 
820mm and minimum corridors of 1000mm or wider, clear of fixtures. 
d) A bench area in the kitchen that adjoins the oven and cook top to allow 
easy placement of hot pots and pans and includes a power point within 
300mm of the front of the bench. 
e) Door handles to be lever style and tap hardware to be lever or flick mixer 
style. 
f) Light switches to be located near doorways at a height between 900mm and 
1100mm and if possible large format style. 
18
 
Where dwellings are unable to meet all of these requirements, the proposal must 
clearly outline why these may not be achievable. Dwellings may be exempt from 
meeting these requirements where incorporation of these features would result in 
excessive delay in the delivery of projects. 
Additional requirements 
In addition to the minimum requirements outlined above, the [Australian 
Government] has set a target of achieving a higher level of adaptability in twenty per 
cent (sic) of the dwellings that are to be constructed through Stage 2. These 
dwellings should meet the Australian Standard for Adaptable Housing AS4299-1995, 
Class C. In order to achieve this target, the [Australian Government] will give 
priority to proposals where this standard is able to be met. 
                                            
 
18
 The standard does not require access to the dwelling, into the dwelling, an accessible toilet, or step-
free entry between rooms. Unless these features are also provided, the above features are of little use 
to a person with mobility limitations.  
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APPENDIX E. LETTER OF INTRODUCTION 
Date 
Dear * 
I refer to a recent informal request by one of my students, Margaret Ward, regarding 
participation in her research project. I thank you for your positive response. I write 
today to seek your organisation’s permission for this research.  
Margaret is completing her PhD under my supervision. Her study is on the 
effectiveness of a voluntary approach to providing access features in housing design 
and construction.  
Margaret’s study stems from her interest in the agreement by the housing industry 
and other relevant organisations at the National Dialogue on Universal Housing 
Design in July 2010 to use voluntary guidelines (Livable Design) to include basic 
access features in all new housing by 2020. I consider this research to be particularly 
important due to its relevance and timeliness and its capacity to inform this important 
industry initiative.  
Her research project will focus on three housing contexts; privately-developed 
housing, social-housing, and housing developed by the Urban Land Development 
Authority (ULDA). Each context has a different demand for accessible housing and a 
different strategy to meet that demand. Margaret is seeking to understand the 
experience of developers, designers and builders: what helps them; what gets in the 
way of the voluntary approach; and what would work for the industry. 
Margaret would like to carry out two case-studies of housing within your 
organisation. To do this, she will need to: 
 view formal policy or publicity documents 
 sight the plans 
 visit the completed building 
 interview the builder, the designer and the developer (or person directing the 
development).  
Participation will involve an interview at the participant’s workplace or other agreed 
location, and will take approximately one hour length-of-time. The interview will 
include questions, such as: 
 What is the demand on your organisation for accessible housing? Who is 
demanding it? 
 What are the issues in designing and building access features? 
 What affects the supply of accessible housing?  
 What do you think will help or hinder the Livable Design program to meet its 
targets? 
Margaret will not contact any person in your organisation regarding this research 
without your permission. She will take direction from you (or your delegate) as to 
which dwelling she should study and whom she should interview. If any person does 
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not wish to participate, Margaret will come to you (or your delegate) for direction to 
another person.  
At the completion of this field work, Margaret will develop a case report, which she 
will send to you for your comment, your correction of any misinterpretation, and any 
further information you may wish to add. This will ensure that Margaret’s 
interpretation of the data is accurate and I am hoping this will be of benefit to you 
and your organisation. 
Queensland University of Technology is committed to researcher integrity and the 
ethical conduct of research projects. Margaret will ensure that all participants’ 
identities and the location of the dwellings remain anonymous. Information collected 
will be kept secure and will not be used for any other purpose than for this project. 
Before she begins any interview, Margaret will ask participants to sign a consent 
form which outlines these conditions.  
If, in the process of the study, you have any concerns or complaints about the ethical 
conduct of the project I encourage you to contact me on 3138 2674 or at 
j.franz@qut.edu.au or the QUT Research Ethics Unit on 3138 5123 or at 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au.  
I would appreciate it if you could email me on j.franz@qut.edu.au with your 
consent, or otherwise, regarding this study. Margaret will then follow up with a 
phone call to discuss with you how best to work with you.  
Thank you for your time and consideration regarding this important project. 
Yours Sincerely  
 
Professor Jill Franz 
School of Design 
Faculty of Built Environment and Engineering 
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APPENDIX F. PARTICIPANT INFORMATION 
 
PARTICIPANT 
INFORMATION FOR QUT 
RESEARCH PROJECT 
The effectiveness of a voluntary approach to providing access features in housing design and 
construction. 
Research Team Contacts 
Margaret Ward—Postgraduate researcher Professor Jill Franz-Supervisor 
School of Design / Queensland University 
of Technology 
School of Design / Queensland University of 
Technology 
Phone 0409 898498  Phone 61 7 3138 2674 
Email margaret.ward@student.qut.edu.au  Email j.franz@qut.edu.au  
 
DESCRIPTION 
The purpose of this project is to assess how the housing industry responds to the national plan 
(Livable Design) for the adoption of voluntary guidelines for access features in new housing. 
The project will consider three housing contexts, that is, social-housing, housing provided through the 
Urban Land Development Authority (ULDA) and private-housing developments. Each has a different 
approach to providing accessible features in its housing design. The project will seek the opinions of 
the developer or policy maker, the designers, and the builders about the effectiveness of a voluntary 
approach, that is, the strengths and challenges of the Livable Design Program and how best to reach 
the target of all new housing having basic access features by 2020. 
This project is being undertaken as part of a PhD for Margaret Ward. The project is funded by 
Queensland University of Technology. The funding body will have access to the data obtained during 
the project. The research team requests your assistance because of your role in the provision of 
housing and your knowledge and understanding of the housing industry.  
PARTICIPATION 
Your participation in this project is voluntary. If you do agree to participate, you can withdraw from 
participation at any time during the project without comment or penalty. Your decision to participate will 
in no way impact upon your current or future relationship with QUT. 
Your participation will involve an interview at your workplace or other agreed location, and will 
take approximately one hour length of time for your involvement. The interview will include 
questions such as: 
 What is the demand on your program for accessible housing? Who is demanding it? 
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 What are the issues in designing and building the Silver Level access features? 
 What affects the supply of accessible housing?  
 What do you think will help or hinder the Livable Design program to meet its targets? 
EXPECTED BENEFITS 
It is expected that this project will directly benefit you as the researcher will give you a copy of the case 
report. It may also benefit the industry as a whole in identifying the best strategy to provide access features 
in housing. 
RISKS 
There are no risks beyond normal day-to-day living associated with your participation in this project. 
QUT provides for limited free counselling for research participants of QUT projects, who may 
experience discomfort or distress as a result of their participation in the research. Should you wish to 
access this service, please contact the Clinic Receptionist of the QUT Psychology Clinic on 3138 
0999. Please indicate to the receptionist that you are a research participant. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
All comments and responses are anonymous and will be treated confidentially. The names of individual 
persons are not required in any of the responses. 
You will have an opportunity to correct any misinterpretation, provide further input and comment on results 
of the interview which will be in the form of a case report. 
The researcher may take photographs of details of construction; however they will be such that the dwelling 
cannot be identified.  
The interviews will be taped; however the contents will be destroyed after they have been transcribed. They 
will not be used for any other purpose. 
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE 
We would like to ask you to sign a written consent form (enclosed) to confirm your agreement to 
participate. 
QUESTIONS / FURTHER INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROJECT 
Please contact the research team members named above to have any questions answered or if you require 
further information about the project. 
CONCERNS / COMPLAINTS REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF THE PROJECT 
QUT is committed to researcher integrity and the ethical conduct of research projects; however, if you do 
have any concerns or complaints about the ethical conduct of the project you may contact the QUT 
Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or email ethicscontact@qut.edu.au. The Research Ethics Unit is 
not connected with the research project and can facilitate a resolution to your concern in an impartial 
manner. 
Thank you for helping with this research project. Please keep this sheet for your information. 
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CONSENT FORM FOR QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
 
The effectiveness of a voluntary approach to providing access features in housing design and 
construction. 
 
Research Team Contacts 
Margaret Ward—Postgraduate researcher Professor Jill Franz-Supervisor 
School of Design / Queensland University of Technology 
School of Design / Queensland 
University of Technology 
Phone 0409 898498  Phone 61 7 3138 2674 
Email margaret.ward@student.qut.edu.au  Email j.franz@qut.edu.au  
STATEMENT OF CONSENT 
By signing below, you are indicating that you: 
 have read and understood the information document regarding this project 
 have had any questions answered to your satisfaction 
 understand that if you have any additional questions you can contact the research team 
 understand that you are free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty 
 understand that you can contact the Research Ethics Unit on +61 7 3138 5123 or email 
ethicscontact@qut.edu.au if you have concerns about the ethical conduct of the project 
 understand that the project will include audio recording 
 agree to participate in the project 
Name  
Signature  
Date  /  /   
 
MEDIA RELEASE PROMOTIONS 
From time to time, we may like to promote our research to the general public through, for example, 
newspaper articles. Would you be willing to be contacted by QUT Media and Communications for 
possible inclusion in such stories? By ticking this box, it only means you are choosing to be 
contacted—you can still decide at the time not to be involved in any promotions. 
 Yes, you may contact me about inclusion in promotions 
 No, I do not wish to be contacted about inclusion in promotions 
Please return this sheet to the investigator. 
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CONSENT FORM FOR QUT RESEARCH 
PROJECT 
 
The effectiveness of a voluntary approach to providing access features in housing design and 
construction. 
 
Research Team Contacts 
Margaret Ward—Postgraduate researcher Professor Jill Franz-Supervisor 
School of Design / Queensland University of Technology 
School of Design / Queensland 
University of Technology 
Phone 0409 898498  Phone 61 7 3138 2674 
Email margaret.ward@student.qut.edu.au  Email j.franz@qut.edu.au  
 
I hereby wish to WITHDRAW my consent to participate in the research project named above. 
I understand that this withdrawal WILL NOT jeopardise my relationship with Queensland 
University of Technology. 
Name  
Signature  
Date  /  /   
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APPENDIX G. LIST OF CAPABILITIES (Nussbaum, 2000, pp. 78-80) 
 Capability  Description 
1.  Life. A. Being able to live to the end of a human life of normal length; 
not dying prematurely, or before one's life is so reduced as to be 
not worth living 
2.  Bodily health.  B. Being able to have good health, including reproductive health; 
to be adequately nourished; to have adequate shelter. 
3.  Bodily integrity.  C. Being able to move freely from place to place; to be secure 
against violent assault, including sexual assault and domestic 
violence; having opportunities for sexual satisfaction and for 
choice in matters of reproduction. 
4.  Senses, 
imagination, 
and thought.  
D. Being able to use the senses to imagine, think, and reason and 
to do these things in a "truly human" way; a way informed and 
cultivated by an adequate education, including, but by no means 
limited to, literacy and basic mathematical and scientific training. 
E. Being able to use imagination and thought in connection with 
experiencing and producing works and events of one's own 
choice, religious, literary, musical, and so forth. Being able to use 
one's mind in ways protected by guarantees of freedom of 
expression with respect to both political and artistic speech, and 
freedom of religious exercise. Being able to have pleasurable 
experiences and to avoid non-beneficial pain. 
5.  Emotions.  F. Being able to have attachments to things and people outside 
ourselves; to love those who love and care for us, to grieve at 
their absence; in general, to love, to grieve, to experience longing, 
gratitude, and justified anger. Not having one's emotional 
development blighted by fear and anxiety. (Supporting this 
capability means supporting forms of human association that can 
be shown to be crucial in their development.) 
6.  Practical 
reason.  
Being able to form a conception of the good and to engage in 
critical reflection about the planning of one's life. (This entails 
protection for the liberty of conscience and religious observance.) 
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 Capability  Description 
7.  Affiliation. A. Being able to live with and toward others, to recognise and 
show concern for other humans, to engage in various forms 
of social interaction; to be able to imagine the situation of 
another. (Protecting this capability means protecting 
institutions that constitute and nourish such forms of 
affiliation, and also protecting the freedom of assembly and 
political speech.) 
B. Having the social bases of self-respect and non-humiliation; 
being able to be treated as a dignified being whose worth is 
equal to that of others. This entails provisions of non-
discrimination on the basis of race, sex, sexual orientation, 
ethnicity, caste, religion, national origin and species. 
8.  Other species.  Being able to live with concern for and in relation to animals, 
plants, and the world of nature. 
9.  Play.  Being able to laugh, to play, to enjoy recreational activities. 
10.  Control over 
one's 
environment 
A. Political. Being able to participate effectively in political 
choices that govern one's life; having the right of political 
participation, protections of free speech and association. 
B. Material. Being able to hold property (both land and movable 
goods), and having property rights on an equal basis with 
others; having the right to seek employment on an equal basis 
with others; having the freedom from unwarranted search and 
seisure. In work, being able to work as a human, exercising 
practical reason and entering into meaningful relationships of 
mutual recognition with other workers. 
 
 Appendices 247 
APPENDIX H. INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 Social Spatial Technical Temporal 
1. Can we talk first generally about your business and how it works? 
1 Introduction Can you please describe your 
business/company/ 
department? 
Where do you build and how 
much do you build in a year? 
What is your job? 
 
Can you give me “a typical 
day in the life of . . . ?” 
2. Can we now talk about the idea of the voluntary guideline and how it relates to this dwelling? 
2 Policy-
position 
What do you think of the 
idea of people designing and 
building housing with access 
features? 
 
Who do you think these 
guidelines are going to 
benefit? 
 
How do you think a 
voluntary guideline is going 
to work in your situation? 
How do you think the Silver 
Level (or other guideline) 
relates to this dwelling? 
Could these features have 
been included?  
3. I want to talk about how the voluntary guideline and how it would be implemented? 
3 Primary-
intervention 
 
What do you think is the best 
strategy to provide access 
features in housing?  
 
Do you think this will work 
across Australia? 
Is there anywhere it will not 
work? 
 
With regard to the LHD 
program, what is your 
opinion of the Silver Level? 
Can we go through each of 
the features? (See attached) 
Are any too mean or too 
generous? 
What is the most important 
thing to be done? What is 
least important? 
 
4. I now want to understand what currently affects developers/designers/builders providing access features? 
4 Moderators What do you think currently 
gets in the way of providing 
access features? 
 
Is this the case for all 
housing providers? Where 
are the differences? 
Are there any specific 
practice requirements, 
regulations, attitudes, or 
practices that assist or get in 
the way? 
4.4 Is this a temporary 
situation or do you think it 
will change over time?  
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5. I would like now to discuss what would assist designers/builders to provide access features.  
5 Moderator-
intervention 
What would assist housing 
providers to provide access 
features? 
Some ideas are:  
 a national awareness 
campaign  
 a training package for the 
industry 
 incentives  
What do you think of these? 
Do different housing 
providers need other 
strategies? 
 
Which of these strategies do 
you think will be most 
effective? Which will be 
least effective? Why?  
How long do you think they 
will take to make a 
difference? 
6. Now, can we talk generally about the housing industry and the environment you work in?  
6 Independent-
variables 
What else could affect the 
uptake of a voluntary 
guideline?  
Do you think that is the case 
for all housing contexts/ in 
all areas of Australia?  
Can you give some particular 
instances/examples? 
How long has this been the 
case and do you think this 
will affect you in the future?  
7. So now could we talk about the sort of housing you build now?  
7 Outcomes Do you build any housing 
that could be considered 
accessible? 
  
What particular features 
would you be able to provide 
and which could you not 
provide?  
Why? How much accessible 
housing do you anticipate 
building in the future? 
8. Can we now go to the future—2020—when all new housing is meant to be at Silver Level? 
8 Possible 
future 
moderator-
intervention 
What if the voluntary 
guideline is not being taken 
up? What strategy do you 
think would make it happen? 
Do you think that should be 
for everyone?  
Can you give me some idea 
how this would work?  
At what point between now 
and 2020 do you think this 
should be implemented?  
9. Do you have any other comments? 
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APPENDIX I. BCA REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCESS IN 
COMMON AREAS OF CLASS 2 BUILDINGS   
(The author acknowledges the assistance of Michael Small in writing this appendix.) 
With the enactment of the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 Access to 
Premises Standard (Australian Government, 2010a), the Building Code of Australia 
now requires common areas of all Class 2 buildings to provide non-discriminatory 
access. This means a continuous accessible path-of-travel from the street boundary to 
the principle pedestrian entrance of the building. The entrance and doorway must 
meet AS 1428.1 2009 specifications. Further, the passageway and any doorways 
along that passageway that leads to the required apartments must also meet the 
requirements of AS 1428.1 2009. This pedestrian entrance is required to be 
accessible to at least one floor containing dwellings and to the entrance doorway of 
each dwelling located on that level. 
The access requirement of the space and doorways from the accessible 
pathway into the private area of the dwelling is not clear. In the absence of any 
requirement under the Building Code of Australia, the Access to Premises Standard 
(Australian Government, 2010a) could be interpreted in two ways. The first 
interpretation is there is no requirement. The Explanatory Statement (Australian 
Government, 2010b) tabled with the Access to Premises Standard says “up to the 
entrance doorway” (p. 12) and the words “up to” could be interpreted to mean “up to 
but not including”. According to this interpretation, the doorway itself and the door 
leaf need not comply with AS 1428.1-2009. It would also suggest that circulation 
space at a doorway is not required either inside or outside a doorway. The second 
interpretation is, the Access to Premises Standard (and therefore the Building Code 
of Australia) requires AS 1428.1 2009 compliant circulation space outside the 
doorway in the common passage area, because to do otherwise would be contrary to 
the intent to provide access to the dwelling in the first place. At this time, neither 
interpretation has been tested. The Building Code of Australia, and thereby the 
Access to Premises Standard, does not require accessible car parking spaces to be 
provided in association with a Class 2 building, and car spaces associated with a 
Class 2 building are not considered to be a “common area” (Australian Government, 
2010a, p. 35). Some local governments may, however, have some requirements for 
accessible car spaces.   
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APPENDIX J. ACCESS FEATURES: TABLES OF COMMENTS, 
OBSERVATIONS AND REASONS  
J 1.Dwelling access  
D
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ellin
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Comments, observations and reasons 
1.1 a qual 
There is no problem if the site allows it. We do a 1200[mm wide 
pathway] in the department but it meets the Australian Standard. 
1.1 b yes 
On a level block it’s pretty straightforward . . . some instances 
you may have to have pathways leading to another entry.  
1.1 d no 
 . . . [The guideline] acknowledges that sometimes your site is so 
steep that you can’t put an accessible pathway realistically on a 
steep site without it being extremely expensive.  
I know of design houses where your car—because of the slopey-
ness of the site, the carport is at, um, street level . . . it is quite 
difficult to match up any level with the car—you still have stairs 
from the car port down to the down to the house. Others, others 
which would be people often in the rural or remote areas are 
trying to deliver a factory-built solution to their house, their 
farm—for instance, where they deliver a house a metre off the 
ground, you know, off the typical awning carport, skillion 
carport, off the side where there is going to be a metre step-up 
from the carport to the house.  
1.1 s yes 
But most standard sorts of sites, all this sort of stuff is very 
achievable or very close to it anyway. . . . Not every site is dead-
set flat, I suppose, is the issue.  
1.1 dwelling no 
The site has two steps in the path from the boundary and car 
park to the dwelling, then flight of stairs to first floor.  
 
reason: S 
There is an assumption that the path-of-travel does not need 
to be accessible. 
1.2 a yes 
You have to have revisions that are going to be able to deal with 
the kinds of gradients we have and I think a realistic way of 
doing it, I think, is from the car parking.  
1.2 b yes 
We try to make it from the driveway, from the footpath, so you 
can access all the way. 
1.2 s yes 
It should be from the boundary of the allotment. Not necessarily 
from the car parking space because people need to get to the 
letter box. It’s got to be from the footpath so you can actually 
get to the footpath, so you can wheel yourself up to the shops. 
1000mm is alright provided it’s 1000mm clear but people put 
downpipes and things like that in the way. . . . Having a correct 
width pathway is okay but the edges of the pathway have either 
got to be protected or they have got to be level.  
1.2 dwelling no The dwelling was up one level of a walk-up. 
1.2 reason S 
There is an assumption that the path-of-travel does not need 
to be accessible. 
2.1 a yes 
Easy to achieve—it’s, um, that also acts a safe egress for a 
Participant not with a disability or in a case of fire when you are 
not thinking or not running down the stairs, so easy, easy to 
achieve. 
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2.1 b yes They are mostly like that anyway. It wouldn’t be a problem. 
2.1 d yes 
That shouldn’t be an impediment—other than you might get 
some waterproofing issues. . . . probably 80% achievable I think. 
2.1 dwelling yes 
There was a level path to the front door of all the units via a 
lift. 
2.1 reason A1 Non-discriminatory access is advised under the DDA. 
2.2 a yes I don’t see that either of those would be a significant problem.  
2.2 b yes 
Particularly with the type of construction [we] do which is the 
multi-unit developments. The requirements for us [are] to meet 
the design code . . . Standard 1428.  
2.2 d no 
But if you are on an elevated site, so you have got contours on it, 
then you’ve got to maintain a level path that may become a very 
expensive issue.  
2.2 dwelling yes 
There was a level path to the front door of all the units via a 
lift. 
2.2 reason A1 Non-discriminatory access is advised under the DDA. 
2.3 a qual 
There are a whole range of other issues, but I think in general 
that's a good approach. . . . If you were old and doddery, you 
would much prefer it. . . . But if it’s quite a hilly suburb . . . it’s 
going to be quite difficult to achieve. 
2.3 b yes 
I feel that more needs to be done over and above the standard for 
access and egress, you know, to and from parking areas, from 
street entrances. 
2.3 d yes 
So it may not be achievable on every site, but it may be 
achievable on most sites. I don’t think it’s typically, it’s not too 
onerous, I don’t think.  
2.3 dwelling yes 
There was an accessible path-of-travel from the footpath to 
the front door of every unit. 
2.3 reason A1 Non-discriminatory access is advised under the DDA. 
3.1 a yes No specific comment here. 
3.1 d qual 
 . . . Some sites are quite a lot higher than the roads so they will 
restrict access there, but if the car access gets into the house via 
the garage, I can’t see any issues with that at all. [Where] 
disabled people can’t get from the road to the ramp . . . would 
have to be overcome. So I think the council would have to be 
involved in that as well. 
3.1 dwelling yes There was a driveway into an internal double garage. 
3.1 reason I 
Access for vehicle from the street into the dwelling is a 
desired market-feature. 
3.2 d yes 
So if we assume that the car park can be the garage, I would say 
that in 99% of the cases we can achieve that, or anybody can 
achieve that because there are very few homes these days that 
are not built without some form of car accommodation that’s 
incorporated in the building. There are some situations 
particularly where you have got rear access or rear-loaded 
product and that is starting to come into the market now. . . . So 
they even have difficulty in getting access in a conventional 
manner up into the home. 
3.2 d1 yes No specific comment here. 
3.2 dwelling yes There was a driveway into an internal double garage. 
3.2 reason I 
Access for vehicle from the street into the dwelling is a 
desired market-feature. 
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4.1 d yes 
[That} is what we already do—so that’s no extra cost for us—
just a basic requirement we do. 
4.1 dwelling yes There was a driveway into an internal double garage. 
4.1 reason I  
Access for vehicle from the street into 
the dwelling is a desired market-
feature. 
4.2 a yes 
I would always definitely try to create some sort of pathway 
which has a 1:14 gradient into the site.  
4.2 d yes 
But from the garage point-of-view, generally it would be 
doorway straight into the house, so it’s good if it’s flat—you 
know that would be great. 
4.2 dwelling yes There was a driveway into an internal double garage. 
4.2 reason I 
Access for vehicle from the street into the dwelling is a 
desired market-feature. 
5.1 a yes 
The lifts directly access the car parking beneath . . . so there 
should be no difficulty for someone getting from their car 
through into their apartment. 
5.1 d yes 
Yes, definitely, I think that is a reasonable request. I think most 
developments do that already. I think there is a disability code 
that requires it. 
5.1 s yes 
I don’t think there is much more than is required under the new 
legislation.  
5.1 dwelling yes 
The dwelling was serviced by a lift from an accessible 
pathway from the road and retail outlets on the first floor. 
5.1 reason A1 
Non-discriminatory access is a requirement ULDA 
guidelines. 
5.2 d no 
We always try to build our blocks when the front laneway is up 
to the front entry so you always have a few steps up to get to the 
front door. . . . You could still get from the garage at the back 
through the back yard to the house. So you wouldn’t know that 
there was a garage at the back.  
5.2 d1 yes I don’t think that is overly cumbersome to be able to achieve.  
5.2 dwelling Yes  There was a driveway from the street into a single carport. 
5.2 reason I 
Access for vehicle from the street into the dwelling is a 
desired market-feature. 
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J 2.Dwelling entrance  
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Comments, observations and reasons 
1.1 a qual 
We normally do 1550[mm] x1550[mm] so you have a turning 
circle under the Australian standard because your biggest 
problem is buildings come with columns, brick columns, little 
porticos, because you really need it. You have a threshold of 
5mm; you always have to have some protection at the front door. 
Well, the other issues are storm water getting into the house, 
white-ant protection of your house because everything is much 
closer to the floor level. 
The Building Act asks for 200[mm] or 250[mm] or something 
between the ground and the concrete floor inside the building. 
We can’t achieve that because of access requirements. There is a 
whole bunch of every particle, every door in and out of the 
building, has to be within 5-1mm of the inside level. 
1.1 b yes 
Generally, you step down from the garage to the main living 
areas—it’s just a generic design that’s sort of carried through 
over the years—it’s just something that’s stuck—there is no real 
reason why you can’t have the garage at the finished floor level 
which would make the access just a lot easier.  
I think the 920[mm door leafs] are going to have more effect 
without any cost impact—an 870[mm door leaf] is sort of an 
oddball size in the standard sizes. 
Yeah, definitely the wider door would be, yeah, a standard issue 
in the future—without causing a big upset in the industry. And 
you’ve normally got circulation space around your front door 
anyway—it’s pretty uncommon to see your door set back from 
the front of your house, opening the width of the door. There’s 
normally a bit of room each side anyway. So that [this feature] 
could slide straight into the design without any issues. 
1.1 d yes 
I think pretty much once you get to that point at the entry, you 
know, most of what’s in the Silver Level wouldn’t be too 
difficult for people to imagine their house having those features. 
1.1 s yes 
Most existing properties have a 190mm step between the garage 
and the main house. I don’t see it as being a problem in a new 
building because you can allow for that in the design.  
1.1 dwelling no  
30mm step at entry, front door leaf is 
820mm, adequate landing. 
1.1 reason T Unintentional step at the entry. 
1.2 a yes 
I don’t see that that’s any kind of hardship for builders at all, 
um, and it’s certainly makes it easier for moving furniture in and 
out as well; like there’s another point, that good design is good 
for everybody. It’s not just for someone who needs a particular 
clearance for their chair or wheelie-walker. It’s just for general 
ease for everybody, so that's not hard to provide; it’s not hard for 
a builder to provide that, I don’t think. 
1.2 b yes This one we usually do for adaptable and semi adaptable—its 
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920mm, so we are over the minimum of 820[mm]. 
1.2 s yes 
I agree with everything that’s written there—a minimum width 
of 820mm. I think the 850[mm] is better. I have looked at some 
of the wheelchairs for, um, bariatric people and some of them 
would be very tight with their fingers going through a door with 
an 820mm wide door.  
A level landing of 1200[mm] x 1200[mm] should be provided.  
1.2 dwelling no  
30mm step at entry, front door leaf is 
820mm, adequate landing. 
1.2 reason T Unintentional step at the entry. 
2.1 a yes 
I love the 920[mm] just for the aesthetic point-of-view. It’s just a 
beautiful door. 
2.1 b yes 
Unless, if the developer forces you down to a metre, there is no 
reason why it can’t be 1200[mm]. 
[Avoiding the step] could be done definitely. Again, then [it’s] 
coming down to cost.  
Nup, [not a problem]. [1200mm x 1200mm entry] is normally 
okay too. 
2.1 d yes 
That’s of no consequence at all. The price of the door, whether it 
is an 870[mm] door or an 820[mm] door, is immaterial and other 
than changing the carpenters’ and fabricators’ standard set-ups, 
it would be of no consequence at all. 
 . . . We try to encourage a 1200[mm] wide minimum pathway 
outside the corridors—I don’t think that’s a real issue. 
2.1 dwelling no  
30mm step at entry, front door leaf is 
820mm, adequate landing. 
2.1 reason T Unintentional step at the entry. 
2.2 a yes 
I think it’s almost common-sense. . . . We kind of, by default, 
have a rule of thumb that we don’t do anything that is sort of 
less than an 820mm [door opening]. 
2.2 b yes No comment given. 
2.2 d yes 
I mean those items to me should be mandatory. . . . There’s no 
reason why a door can’t be a minimum 900[mm] really. 
2.2 dwelling no 
Step-free at entry, front door leaf is 820mm, adequate 
landing. 
2.2 reason S Assumption that a wider doorway is not required. 
2.3 a qual No comment given. 
2.3 b yes 
Yeah, it asks for more but I feel it needs to be more. Your 
typical entrance ways, your typical passageways, they are very 
limited, um; there are standard dimensions which are still 
restrictive in my view.  
2.3 d yes 
I don’t have the technical knowledge to know whether that is 
very easy. In terms of—just most of the properties that I have 
visited, there’s always a step up into the front door because of 
the slab generally, but I am sure it is doable. 
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2.3 dwelling no  
A 50mm step at entry. 820mm front 
door leaf, adequate landing. 
2.3  Reason S Assumption that an accessible entry is not required. 
3.1 a yes 
You would look at not having the particular termite treatment 
that we do. It could stay with the rest of the home but then again 
if you were going to provide the rest of the accessible 
modifications that you need, this particular termite treatment we 
are doing may not be suitable because it does elevate the home, 
relative to the outdoor areas.  
I think that is just a developer looking at it so they may provide 
the best option for the least amount of money and effectively, 
because it’s a physical barrier. When we pour the slab, this is a 
no cost issue for them. . . . We generally provide the 920[mm] 
door. . . . It’s almost a trend to do the wider door at the front 
with the pivot hinge. 
3.1 d yes 
My understanding is the code . . . doesn’t say that it’s mandatory 
to put a step in [the garage entry]. It’s just standard practice. 
3.1 dwelling no   
Step at the front entry. 920mm front 
door leaf. 
3.1 reason T 
Access at entry could have been easily done, though not well-
built. 
3.2 d yes 
Yeah, that doesn’t present a problem. 
And no step— 
And no step. From a design perspective, that doesn’t present any 
challenges at all. From a construction perspective, the only 
challenge from that point-of-view is getting the detail right with 
the threshold. You just need to make sure that no water is 
blowing back in under the door. And I have seen details where 
the inside tiles literally flow out onto a threshold. But what tends 
to happen in that situation, if you’ve got driving rain, the rain 
can drive under the door. Dirt and leaves and stuff can blow 
under the door as well. It’s just a matter of working out the 
detail, and that’s probably something that, from an industry 
perspective or from a universal design perspective, should be 
developed or demonstrated, using some details that work—that 
have been tried and tested.  
3.2 d1 yes 
OK, when you walk in the front door, there’s no step down into 
the house. The tiling is level with the sill at the front door. So 
when you walk in the front door, the entry is nice and flowing. 
We are not concerned from here to there.  
3.2 dwelling no  
920mm 
front door 
leaf and no 
step, yet it 
did not 
connect 
with the 
level path-
of-travel.   
50mm step from 
garage with 
820mm door leaf. 
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3.2 Reason T 
Access at entry could have been easily done, though not well-
built. 
4.1 d yes 
We have devised a method to do [a step free front entry]—we 
don’t do it unless it’s asked for.  
We have no steps from the garage [as standard].  
4.1 dwelling no  
The main 
entry has a 
90mm step 
and a 
920mm 
door, with 
adequate 
landing.   
Garage has 
a step-free 
entry with 
820mm 
door leaf 
from the 
garage.  
4.1  reason T 
Access at entry could have been easily done, though not well-
built.  
4.2 a qual 
Yes [1200mm x 1200mm porch] should be fine. 
1200[mm landing] in the garage actually chews up—I suppose 
not too much of the floor area of the garage. It depends on the 
size of the garage. If it’s a fairly tight garage it’s probably not 
advisable. But, um, if it’s probably a six and a half metre deep 
instead of a six metre deep—I would probably go 1200[mm].  
4.2 d no 
You would always . . . have the set-down, and then have the 
transition. One of the bigger problems with transitions is how 
you deal with termites. [Regarding access from the garage, it] 
just depends on how the driveway meets the garage. So 
obviously having a step-down from the garage to the driveway 
or, you know, having some transition there, so that the water 
doesn’t go right in. Again depending on the site, I guess. Yeah, 
(pause), there wouldn’t be an issue doing [a 1200mm x1200mm 
landing]. 
4.2 dwelling no 
 
 
90mm step 
at the front 
door, with 
920mm door 
leaf, 
adequate 
landing. . 
90mm step 
from the 
garage, 
820mm door 
leaf, adequate 
landing. 
 
reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
5.1 a yes 
In terms of an entry, we would use a 920[mm] door. That's what 
we are doing on this, regardless of whether they’re adaptable 
apartments . . . it’s good design to design for general 
accessibility anyway, rather than steps. 
5.1 d yes 
Yes, that’s what we do at (company) anyway. Um, we usually 
design for a 920[mm] door. So I think that shouldn’t be too 
restrictive to anybody, to any developer.  
Yeah, I think a [5mm transition is] achievable. And I think most 
people do that currently. Well, I know we would do that 
currently. 
5.1 s yes 
We generally have more than [870mm, we have] a 920[mm] 
door. So we would certainly allow for that as part of our 
standard delivery. I do think that those new BCA conditions 
would cover off the level entry requirements. We would 
normally have the level entry of some sort, so I don’t believe 
that’s an onerous thing to ask for.  
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5.1 dwelling yes  
5.1 Reason I Larger doorway is a desired market-feature.  
5.2 d yes Um, yeah, I think that could be, that could be okay. 
5.2 d1 yes 
Um, at the end of the day, it doesn’t really have to be dropped.  
I don’t think that is a huge impost. We have done it a number of 
times and, you know, the 820[mm] opening really means an 
870[mm] door minimum. A 920[mm] is more preferable, but 
then again if you can use a pivot door you can easily achieve 
that, or a sliding glass door. But then, it just has to have the 
detail of recessing the sill of the door into the slab.  
5.2 dwelling no 
 
 
90mm 
step at 
the front 
entry 
with 
820mm 
door 
leaf. 
 
 
50mm at garage 
entry, 820mm 
door leaf. 
Garage too 
narrow to allow 
for 1200mm 
landing. 
5.2 Reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
 
  
 258 Appendices 
J 3.Dwelling car space 
D
w
ellin
g
 
P
a
rticip
a
n
t 
C
a
r sp
a
ce 
Comments, observations and reasons 
1.1 a yes 
We normally have 3.8[M]. 5.4[M]—doesn’t let you go past the 
car into the house.  
1.1 b yes 
I think the length will need to be a bit greater than that—I still 
think 5400[mm] is still a bit tight. 
1.1 d qual No comment here 
1.1 s yes 
Yeah, I certainly think that's achievable. Um, usually most 
standard car parks, in a standard house has two car parks these 
days and the one roller door. . . . And even a single carport 
that's built at 3.2M is achievable.  
1.1 dwelling no 
One designated disability car space that met the guidelines 
(5390mm x 3200mm). 
1.1 reason A 
Although 10mm short, the intention was for the car space to 
be accessible.  
1.2 a yes 
It’s important to get it undercover and get your chair out of the 
car undercover.  
1.2 b yes Most of it is over the minimum, so it’s fine.  
1.2 s yes 
It should incorporate a minimum dimension of 3200[mm] and 
5400[mm] length right? And an even firm slip-resistant surface. 
. . . The pathway can form part of the access, so you can get out 
onto the pathway and get your wheelchair down off the top of 
your car and get into your wheelchair. 
1.2 dwelling yes One designated car space 5400mm x 3200mm. 
1.2  reason A 
Requirement under the access guidelines for public-
housing. 
2.1 a yes 
Yes, we originally had (project) designed in that manner—then 
when were at the end of 2009, when the revised version of 
AS1428 came out, we changed the diagram to suit that—the 
2600[mm] car space, then a 1200[mm] walkway—so that’s 
what we’ve done at [project] to be compliant. 
2.1 b yes No comment here 
2.1 d no 
Once you get into a multi-residential situation such as [project], 
um, and all our other projects that would be a big impost—we 
actually struggle all the time to get car parking—it’s our 
biggest issue with councils. 
2.1 dwelling yes Designated car spaces in open car parking area.  
2.1 reason A
1
 No funding or legal requirement. 
2.2 a yes 
It makes sense that you are providing accessible facilities. It 
makes complete sense you provide what is deemed [people 
with disability] parking to support that facility.  
2.2 b yes 
But with the new BCA code that’s coming in, that’s going 
actually going to be quite a large, um, increase in the size 
required to meet the BCA code in regards to [people with 
disability]. Um, parking so, I feel that this might be superseded 
in some time to be upgraded to include those as well.  
2.2 d qual It’s an issue [for Class 2 buildings]. 
2.2 dwelling yes No car spaces provided in this project. The car space was 
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not part of the dwelling access. 
2.2 Reason A
1
 
No funding or legal requirement for residential component 
of the building. There is a requirement for the commercial 
component of the building. 
2.3 a yes 
It does allow for one person on one side to get out, and does 
allow you more clearance in general when you are unloading 
surfboards, et cetera. But it can be difficult to argue with a 
developer and . . . 3200[mm] by 5400[mm] in terms of multi-
dwelling scenario throws out most of your grids and your 
templates. Whereas the new disability code actually helped 
because it works with existing car parking kind of designs.  
2.3 b yes No comment here. 
2.3 d yes No comment here. 
2.3 dwelling yes 
One car space of 5400mm x 3200mm. The car space was not 
part of the dwelling access. 
2.3 reason A
1
 
No funding or legal requirements. Intentionally included in 
the brief. 
3.1 a yes 
I would always exceed those. . . . The end-user—can they 
comfortably get out of their car? . . . I would rather look at 
storage as well so all users can comfortably park the car and 
use the space so as far as that goes I would always exceed those 
standard sizes. 
3.1 d yes 
2600[mm] is your standard car park space so you are asking for 
another 600[mm] which in the scheme of things is not a big 
thing, unless you have several of them. . . . I’ve just recently 
put one in myself. Yeah, I can’t see any issue with that.  
3.1 dwelling yes 
6240x6130mm garage. The car space was part of the 
dwelling access. 
3.1 reason I Desired market-feature. 
3.2 d yes 
The length is not a problem—Queensland has a minimum 
requirement of about 5.7[mm]. A lot of builders set it at 6 
metres so there is a bit of storage capacity behind there. The 
length is not an issue. As a single garage—if it was a single 
garage 3200[mm] wide, a lot of designers and builders would 
design it at 3 2[M] but we actually design them at 3 5[M]. So, 
from our perspective, that dimension is not an issue. 
3.2 d1 yes 
Well, I haven’t built a single garage in my life. It’s usually all 
these. And they are from 5.8[M] to 6 metres clear inside.  
3.2 dwelling yes 
Double garage 6,000mm long x 5,590mm wide. The car 
space was part of the dwelling access. 
3.2 reason I Desired market-feature. 
4.1 d yes 
That’s pretty much standard. All houses are required to have 
double garages these days, unless they are on a small lot code.  
4.1 dwelling yes 
Double garage 5700mm long x 5900mm wide. The car space 
was part of the dwelling access. 
4.1 reason I Desired market-feature. 
4.2 a yes 
Ah, yes, but I would never go that small. . . . Well this is 
probably for a single garage, so three and a half. . . . You have 
3.2 [M] which is good—5.4[M] I would try at least for 5.8[M] 
at the minimum. And 6 metres comfortably.  
4.2 d yes 
Yeah, most of the ones we tend to do are doubles. But they still 
are not big enough for two cars anyway.  
4.2 dwelling yes Double garage 6010mm long x 6300mm wide. The car space 
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was part of the dwelling access. 
4.2 Reason I Desired market-feature. 
5.1 a yes 
We’ve provided a, um, a number of spaces at that larger—they 
are larger than that 5400[mm] x 3200[mm] standard. Our 
standard depth would be 5.5[M] and a lot of instances, where 
most instances our parks are allotted for adaptable use and they 
are in the order of 3.6[M] wide. 
5.1 d yes I personally think it’s a pretty simple thing to achieve.  
5.1 s yes No comment here. 
5.1 dwelling yes The car space is serviced by a lift to the dwelling access. 
5.1 reason A1 
No funding or legal requirement for residential component 
of the building. There is a requirement for the commercial 
component of the building. 
5.2 d no No comment here. 
5.2 d1 yes 
And again, if it’s open or semi-open as a carport, again, it’s just 
relevant to the structure that you don’t have any posts in the 
access area as a hindrance of it. It’s really achievable. 
5.2 dwelling no The garage is 6700mm long x 3100mm wide. 
5.2 reason S Assumption access is not required. 
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Comments, observations and reasons 
1.1 a yes 
It meets the standard but we normally do 1200[mm]; the 
problem being, if you go to 1000[mm], you need Australian 
standard complying entrances into bedrooms, other rooms, 
turning right, you need a bigger space anyway . . . you need 
wider bits every so often to get your complying access to 
doorways, which 1000[mm] doesn’t give you.  
1.1 b yes 
I guess, the 870[mm] could become the new 820[mm], um, if 
that was their way of thinking, um, you’re not really 
redesigning the wheel again. It’s just, you know, a slightly 
larger door.  
1.1 d yes 
But I think pretty much once you get to that point at the entry, 
you know, most of what’s in the Silver Level wouldn’t be too 
difficult for people to imagine their house having those features 
and seeing the benefits of doing it.  
1.1 s yes 
Usually 820[mm] but if we do “adaptable” there are 920[mm] 
which give you an 850[mm] clear space and we use sliders, 
1020[mm] sliders, which still give room for the handle to come 
back with the space each side so you can get your hand each 
side of the D handle.  
1.1 dwelling no 
820mm door into bedroom 2 and bathroom, 1200mm 
corridor (bedroom 1 has 1070mm wide slider).  
1.1 reason S 
Assumption that access is not required into bedroom 2 and 
bathroom. 
1.2 a yes 
I think the 1000[mm] corridor is very important as well, just 
considering turning circles of wheelchairs. If you are turning a 
90 degree turn off a corridor, you are going to bark your 
knuckles if it is less than that. 
1.2 b yes 
We did one project all 920[mm] I did last year. We did most of 
it 920[mm], so it is not much different in cost. But sometimes it 
depends on design. For here, it is only small units, so it is 
critical for 50[mm] or 100[mm] here. 
1.2 s yes 
Doorways to rooms on entry-level, living room, dining, 
bathroom, kitchen, laundry, right? . . . There we have 850[mm]. 
1.2 dwelling no 
820mm doors and 1250mm corridors with kitchen along 
one side. 
1.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
2.1 a yes 
[870mm door leafs are] also fine . . . unless if the developer 
forces you down to a metre, there is no reason why it can’t be 
1200[mm].  
2.1 b yes 
Actually, I have 870[mm] doors in my place, because it is much 
easier. [1000mm wide corridors]. Yeah, that’s okay. 
2.1 d yes 
I think that’s probably the—the economic rationalists would 
have a hard time with it because they would see it as wasted 
space, but in terms of incorporating it into the design, it’s not 
that hard.  
2.1 dwelling yes 1200mm wide corridor and 870mm door leafs. 
2.1 reason A Intentionally accessible due to funding requirements. 
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2.2 a yes 
Um, 1000mm wide corridors—I don’t think there’s an issue. I 
mean part of the accessible pathways to fire-isolated stairways 
and things like that is, you need to put that as a minimum. So I 
think that’s really not an issue, that’s a default. Um, the 
opening width, you said 820[mm] width—so you are going an 
870[mm] door. And this is just general so I’m not talking about 
entry doors. 
2.2 b yes The cost associated with it are quite minimal, to say the least. 
2.2 d yes I don’t have a problem with that—I agree with that.  
2.2 dwelling no 820mm doors. 
2.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
2.3 a yes 
I think that makes sense . . . because you can get an 870[mm] 
door and allowing an 820[mm] clearance is easy. That’s an 
easy one.  
Yes [the corridor width] fine. The difficulty with a 1000[mm] 
wide corridor, like I say is, as soon as [one] potentially needs a 
1000[mm] wide [it] still isn’t sufficient should someone be 
looking for full mobile disability. 
2.3 b yes 
I feel that needs to be greater. Doorways, again, um, they’re 
very restrictive. I feel that the standard indicates an 800mm 
[opening] is your required standard. But I think that needs to be 
870[mm] as your standard. It’s only an extra 70mm . . . yes, we 
are talking 920[mm] doors.  
2.3 d yes No, that shouldn’t be too much of an issue, I think. 
2.3 dwelling no 820mm door leafs, and step at door. 
2.3 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
3.1 a yes 
It wouldn’t be an issue of changing doors.  
Our [product] in the standard form would have a 1000[mm] 
wide corridor—I’m not saying that every home we build would 
have 1000[mm] wide—there are a couple there to access a 
laundry or something of that description, we would squeeze to 
950[mm]. The market-place really notices those narrow 
corridors. So for accessible housing, I would prefer, if I was 
designing the home, you would then build in 1100[mm] to 
1200[mm] to make sure it’s comfortable. 
3.1 d yes No comment here. 
3.1 dwelling no Corridors are 1000mm. Doors 820mm or 720mm door leafs. 
3.1 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
3.2 d yes 
Again, our corridors are always 1000[mm] wide. This is a 
minimum and, I think, from an industry perspective.  
So there’s really no issue in putting an 870[mm] door in a 
room.  
3.2 d1 yes 
It’s only because they are non-standard. They are a non-
standard door. You can go up to a 920[mm] actually. 
No comment on corridors here. 
3.2 dwelling no 
Corridors are 1000mm. Doors are 820mm or 720mm door 
leafs, stairs in passageway. 
3.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
4.1 d no 
Again, you have to go to an 870[mm] door—we don’t do it 
unless it’s particularly asked for.  
4.1 dwelling no 
Corridors are 1030mm and 950mm. Doors are 820mm and 
720mm door leafs. 
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4.1 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
4.2 a yes 
Personally, when I am designing it’s always 1200[mm wide 
corridors]. 
Okay [for the door widths]. 
4.2 d no 
Yeah, we would very rarely do less than 1000[mm] wide in 
corridor, um, and the only issue, like I said, was the doors. I 
don’t think it works for a 5.2[M] architrave. . . . So our standard 
timber sizes when you do fit-outs are 5.2[M]. By the time you 
get to cut, they don’t work.  
4.2 dwelling no 
Corridor is 1200mm; doors are 820mmand 720mmdoor 
leafs. 
4.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
5.1 a yes 
[We do] 1020[mm] passage space at a minimum, . . . we would 
generally do an 820[mm] door leaf into a bedroom as a rule and 
that would generally be less in the way of 920[mm] door leafs 
internally within a building, um, although generally again that's 
not necessarily a huge impediment. 
5.1 d yes 
Internal, yeah, I think we do 920[mm] anyway. (Pause to look 
at plan) I am pretty sure our standard is 920[mm] that we do
19
. 
It looks slightly bigger there.  
5.1 s yes No comment here. 
5.1 dwelling no  
1060mm corridor and 1080mm door to 
bedroom, 720mm door to bath. 
5.1 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
5.2 d no 
Um again I think the bigger the doorways and bigger the 
hallways in the small lot product—will obviously affect the 
ability to deliver an affordable product. 
5.2 d1 yes 
Again, it’s the 1000[mm], typically 930[mm] was always the 
hallway width. You most probably see that dimension 
replicated through a number of builders’ standard plans. So 
really, going from 930[mm] to 1000[mm] isn’t a huge impost. 
5.2 dwelling no 
The corridors to the bedrooms were 900mm and 890mm 
wide. 
5.2 dwelling S Assumption that access is not required. 
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 This statement is incorrect. 
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Comments, observations and reasons 
1.1 a yes 
It does seem undersized for a wheel chair to get and turn 
around and get off.  
1.1 b qual 
If the room had to be bigger you would be sacrificing space in 
your bedroom or you may sacrifice the bath—it’s really a 
designers issue trying to utilise the space—it’s a bit of a trick 
here. 
1.1 d yes 
That is the size of the toilet I would provide as my default, 
regardless even at the top of a three story house. That's a 
functional space—basic universal design about providing 
enough space for movement for anybody, um. I wouldn’t 
have thought that people would object to—the only thing I 
thought people would object to is having a toilet at the ground 
level. 
1.1 s yes 
I like sliders on bathrooms myself. You say a minimum 
1200mmclear from the pedestal and then 1200[mm] to the 
door swing. . . . I think that's achievable I don’t see that as 
being an issue at all.  
1.1 dwelling yes 
Toilet in the main bathroom with 900mmx1200mm in 
front of the pedestal. 
1.1 reason A
1
 Feature intentionally provided as part of the design. 
1.2 a yes 
Well ok, it’s fine especially the 1200[mm] in front of the 
toilet pan because trying to close the door or behind you when 
your legs are squashed up in front of you against the pan is 
tricky. Um, so yeah, I think that's quite important—yeah, it’s 
the width thing because doing the 180 degree transfer, um, if 
there is no handrail, um, if you can’t at least get your chair on 
some sort of angle.  
1.2 b yes No comment here. 
1.2 s yes No comment here. 
1.2 dwelling no Situated in bathroom but 780mm in front of the pan, 
1.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
2.1 a qual 
Typically (developer) like to have two-bedroom units with a 
separate toilet. So the standard two-bed units in that 
development have a separate toilet, but they’re not 1200[mm] 
in front of the pan—they’re just 900[mm] x 1500[mm] long 
space. 
2.1 b no 
That going to make it a long toilet.  
It makes it a 2400mmtoilet. Normally it is 1500[mm].  
Well, that could be a problem.  
2.1 d no 
I think the biggest impediment is the accessible toilet which it 
almost has to become a bathroom so there’s probably a cost 
implication—because to make it accessible the toilet to get in 
and out of it—you know it’s a 2 ½ metre square space. 
2.1 dwelling no Toilet has 750mm in front of the pedestal. 
2.1 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
2.2 a yes I mean, personally, I don’t see a problem with it. It’s probably 
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a good thing. . . . It always comes back to knowing that this is 
the standard that needs to be met, before doing all the 
schematic planning and all of that kind of thing.  
2.2 b yes No comment here. 
2.2 d yes 
I agree—that should be—I mean there seems to be a trend 
whereas the bathrooms become a (pause) more a marketable 
thing today with types of fittings and appliances being used. 
And so, they are generally made bigger or they are more 
extravagant. 
2.2 dwelling no 
Toilet is in bathroom with 1200mm in front but includes 
door swing. 
2.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
2.3 a qual 
It can be done in . . . a single-level house in a suburb . . . The 
difficulty is when it’s in a multi-unit dwelling, and certain 
sizes dictate certain things, and that can be more difficult. 
2.3 b yes 
Anything less than 1200[mm], especially in a confined space 
like a bathroom, you are going to end up . . . in a bit of a panic 
mode when they can’t, um, move around freely. So yeah, I 
think your 1200[mm] is fine.  
2.3 d qual 
I suppose that would just be a cost in terms of area. Or you 
may be able to—you might find that they would have to 
integrate toilets within bathrooms more often than having a 
separate WC. 
2.3 dwelling no Toilet in bathroom with 700[mm] in front of pan. 
2.3 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
3.1 a yes The 900[mm] seems tight to me.  
3.1 d yes But yeah, it’s just a design thing—there’s no cost—not really. 
3.1 dwelling yes Toilet in the ensuite complies. Single toilet does not. 
3.1 reason I Space in the ensuite is a desired market-feature. 
3.2 d yes 
Again, it’s part of the design. I don’t see that as being a major 
drama. It’s just about thinking about the design all the way 
through. 
3.2 d1 qual 
Yes, there are a lot of problems with that. Most times the 
toilets are only 1500[mm] long. But the thing is, it’s the 
width.  
3.2 dwelling no Toilet is 1500mm long x 950mm wide. 
3.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
4.1 d no 
There’s not 1200[mm] there—that does create a huge 
problem with the design of the houses having to do that—you 
would really have to incorporate, um, the toilet in with the 
bathroom. 
4.1 dwelling yes Toilet in the ensuite has 1200mm space in front of it.  
4.1 reason I Space in the ensuite is a desired market-feature. 
4.2 a yes 
I always make them a 1200[mm] wide toilet with at least 
1.6[M] to 1.8[M] depth, which is just a nice comfortable 
walk-in type of room.  
4.2 d yes 
Yeah, I don’t see, with good design, there would be a problem 
with that. 
4.2 dwelling no Toilet on the ground floor is 1500mm x 900mm. 
4.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
5.1 a yes Um, well, generally in our products we would, our bathrooms 
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are generally reasonably generous. With this [project] where 
our apartment sizes are down . . . I think there are solutions.  
5.1 d no 
Okay, yeah. So 1200[mm] is a little bit trickier. I think it’s 
achievable in terms of in comparison to a standard apartment. 
You might not do that.  
5.1 s yes 
Yeah, I guess that all comes down . . . that’s not an issue in 
our high-end product where our bathrooms are, as a rule, 
larger, and I don’t think you have any issues in areas and 
turning circles. But as you get into the cheaper, smaller 
product, that becomes more challenging, definitely. Most of 
our product would have a WC within the ensuite or 
bathrooms with a bath or shower.  
5.1 dwelling no  Toilet has 780mm in front of pan 
5.1 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
5.2 d no No comment here. 
5.2 d1 yes 
As a minimum requirement, again, I think it all starts with the 
planning element, that it’s not not-achievable.  
[Our designs] would have a water closet that would be 
930[mm] wide, um, purely because that has been in the 
industry standard and that’s because it has been the standard 
for so long, I suppose. It’s partly that it’s automatic when you 
are designing something . . . And the other toilet, a majority 
of our plans has two toilets in the house, then it’s usually 
facilitated in the ensuite off the main bedroom.  
5.2 dwelling no 
Toilet in ensuite is 1500mm x 900mm with door swing into 
the space. Other toilet is single 1500mm x 930mm with 
door swing into the space. 
5.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
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Comments, observations and reasons 
1.1 a yes 
We do [step-free showers] all the time. It is standard default 
now—in the federal program everything was to be stepless—in 
the federal program—the state program still upstairs doesn’t have 
to be, but I think they are heading down to all step-free. 
1.1 b yes 
If you are on the ground floor, you would just recess the slab—
there is no issue about the thickness of the slab. 
1.1 d yes No comment here. 
1.1 s yes 
Yeah, you would think it would be around a metre. . . . Most semi-
adaptable space is one metre by one metre, and the adaptable units 
are 1200[mm] x1200[mm]. Yeah, I don’t see that as being 
[difficult]. 
1.1 dwelling yes Shower-screen / no hob. 
1.1 reason A
1
 Access feature intentionally included. 
1.2 a yes 
So, I think perhaps there should be something about the opening 
pane of the shower-screen. It says something about it can be 
removed at a later date—I guess that kind of covers that. Yeah, I 
think that allowing for the slip-resistant and the hobless [shower] 
are the crucial points. 
1.2 b yes 
That would be fine—because we follow what is on the plan. If on 
the plan, the shower had no hobs, then we do it.  
1.2 s yes 
If you design your building correctly, you shouldn’t have steps in 
your ceiling. You should be able to have your bathrooms above 
your bathrooms, and it will work.  
1.2 dwelling no Hob around the shower. 
1.1 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
2.1 a yes 
Yes, which is fine—that was the last to go in—the tiling was done 
first and then the shower-screen went in.  
2.1 b no 
You are always going to get wet floors outside no matter what 
you’re going to do. Shower curtains are just as bad, if not worse.  
2.1 d qual 
Yeah, step-free showers in bathrooms are always a problem with 
waterproofing. . . . But [in] a lot of accessible units or adaptable 
units, we have just done a step-free bathroom with a curtain—it 
looks like a hospital shower. Okay, that shouldn’t be too hard to 
achieve.  
2.1 dwelling yes Hob-free shower with glass screen. 
2.1 reason A Access feature is a funding requirement. 
2.2 a yes 
Um, personally, I think that’s, um, I think, it’s obviously good 
from an accessibility point-of-view because you don’t have to 
obviously step through, step over a threshold or . . . Um, but you 
know from, ah, even, ah, even, a stupid base-level aesthetic, sort 
of seamless thresholds, one, I mean they are very popular, but 
personally, I think they look quite good. So I have no problem 
with it, um.  
2.2 b yes 
If the structural engineer and the architect are aware of what you 
are targeting there, your structure can be adapted to suit that. So 
you basically are chasing a seamless floor finish from a hallway or 
 268 Appendices 
living area to a bathroom, so that can be achieved by, as I said, 
through falls in the concrete, or another way is to create a step in 
your bathroom but then obviously bed it and tile it so there’s your 
seamless transition between two rooms. 
2.2 d qual 
That’s a good thing but, again, it creates design issues, in you 
must have set-downs—waterproofing becomes an issue to the 
surrounding areas. So it will push the cost of the building up.  
2.2 dwelling yes  Hob-free shower with glass screen. 
2.2 reason A Access feature is a funding requirement. 
2.3 a yes 
It means you probably are having 30mm extra cover of concrete 
across the slab in having to deal with dropping 30mm in other 
areas or 50mm in creating a fall in other areas. It’s possible—it’s 
more costly for the developer. It’s more use of material to get it to 
work, but it’s a better outcome. 
2.3 b yes 
From a builder’s point-of-view, I guess putting a set-down in the 
bathroom in the wet area [is a better solution], which allows you 
to create a far better waterproofing scenario with a water-proofing 
membrane with a bed and tile on top of that.  
2.3 d yes 
You have to get it right to start with. I think otherwise that’s all 
fine. I have spoken to the construction guys about it, and as long 
as you do it before you build the thing, it’s not too much of an 
issue at all. 
2.3 dwelling yes Hob-free shower with glass screen. 
2.3 reason A
1
 Access feature voluntarily provided. 
3.1 a qual 
If the shower-screen is taken out later, there are other issues; for 
example, where the power-point is positioned and those sorts of 
things. At the moment, it would only work when there’s a fixed 
shower there. If you were to take it away, there will be other 
modifications you need to do as well.  
3.1 d yes 
No, I have done lots of that. I haven’t put in a hobbed shower for 
eight years, I think. . . . They like that seamless look anyway, 
which sort of fits in with the disabled code but, um, it’s easily 
done. Some of the restrictions with it are, some of the 
complications are when you incorporate large tiles because you 
trying to get a fair bit of fall. 
3.1 dwelling yes Hob-free shower with shower-screen. 
3.1 Reason I Desired market-feature. 
3.2 d yes 
From our perspective we always provide hobless showers. 
On a slab and even on the first floor of a home, we will recess the 
shower. As a bare minimum, we will recess the shower in the slab. 
In all the apartments the slab is recessed. Again, from a 
construction perspective, it’s just the engineer understanding the 
detail, you know, that particular part of the building. We are 
looking at a new form of construction. In that instance, we would 
bed or raise up the rest of the floor, the whole floor, which would 
allow us to create the recess in the bathroom anyway. So, again 
we don’t build up the floors because that’s not a look, it’s not an 
outcome that we want to achieve.  
3.2 d1 yes 
Getting back here to the bathroom, the shower is recessed down 
35mm so that's how we get a hobless shower. So, then the tilers 
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fill that back up and fall it to the natural floor, so the tiles are all 
on one level. So, that's a standard thing that we do as well, for our 
construction.  
Alright back to the shower, what they are wanting is a step-free 
shower as common practice and the shower-screens are permitted 
but could be removed. Is there a problem with that, for you? 
In my own home I have no doors on my showers. So you walk 
straight into your shower. So, the showers have to be larger or you 
build the house with no shower-screens whatsoever, so it’s just a 
free area like in a hospital. You can just use the curtain to protect 
your vanity or just one pane of glass there to protect your vanity, 
and then you have no doors into your access, into your shower. 
3.2 dwelling yes Hobless shower and recessed in slab. 
3.2 Reason I Desired market-feature. 
4.1 d no 
Due to cost, um, councils have their own rules on having step-free 
showers. You are supposed to have an aluminium angle that 
protrudes above the tile for waterproofing so your step-free 
shower can’t be achieved, if you have to do that. We do do them if 
people request them, but there’s an extra cost involved in doing it.  
4.1 dwelling no Hob around the shower. 
4.1 Reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
4.2 a yes 
That’s right, definitely no step. These days, I avoid using screens. 
[I] just make it deep enough that, actually, you just step behind a 
wall. . . . Just a nice little simple walk around the partition which 
is nice and neat. It’s all fully tiled, you don’t need any swinging 
doors that take up room and, ah, the cleaning of glass in the 
shower, you know.  
4.2 d qual 
Yep, I think if it is designed properly it will be fine. You know, 
probably, rather than a single round floor waste, having the 
shower fall to a wall or something like that would be a better way 
of doing it, so there’s a grate. You’ve got more chance of not 
having problems. So I think it’s something like eight-out-of-ten 
problems with the BSA are shower-related issues with falls not 
working or shower-screens not working or—it’s a big statistic. So 
yeah, design, design will be very important. 
4.2 dwelling yes 
No shower on the ground floor—hob-free shower on first 
floor. 
4.2 reason I Desired market-feature. 
5.1 a yes 
Again, no issues with that from our perspective. Just from a safety 
within the bathroom, if you don’t have a hob that you have to step 
over, you are less likely to slip. So I think it goes beyond just 
adaptability to not have the hob and also the aesthetic 
requirements. Hobs aren’t attractive and are lanky. So certainly, 
through all our apartments through here, um, we don’t have a hob 
into our showers, and it’s a seamless approach through. So you 
just go through the door, or the shower-screens are fixed off after 
the tiles are in place. So they can be readily taken out and a 
shower curtain put in if that’s required. So, not onerous at all.  
5.1 d yes 
Yes. And we are offering that in our apartments at the moment 
with the hobless shower. So, um, yeah that should be fairly 
standard for most developers to be able to do that.  
5.1 s yes 
Yes, a linear drain. . . . And we believe that from an architectural 
perspective, the linear look is certainly quite trendy and different 
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at the moment, and it looks quite sharp and gives you a nice 
seamless floor look and, from a maintenance point-of-view, it’s 
great. [The grates] are very easy to lift out and to hose out to 
clean. So it ticks a lot of boxes. So we’re happy with it and it’s 
something, I suggest, we would be happy to use in the future more 
often.  
5.1 dwelling yes  
Hobless shower with linear drain and glass 
doors. 
5.1 reason I Desired market-feature. 
5.2 d yes 
I don’t think there’s any reason why you should really have to 
have a step or that people wouldn’t—I don’t think that that’s hard 
to overcome. 
No, I haven’t seen a step-in shower in a new property for a long, 
long time. I don’t remember when I last saw a hob. 
5.2 d1 yes 
We’ve done this a number of times and a number of methods, but 
some of the housing that we are doing has to comply with the 
ULDA requirements, or we have been installing them with the 
shower-screen around them, but again, the shower-screen has been 
installed flat on the tiles, but it can be removed to create the 
hobless shower.  
5.2 dwelling no  
Shower floor built up to make fall to waste 
within the screen frame. 
5.2 reason S Assumption that access is not required. 
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Comments, observations and reasons 
1.1 a yes No specific comment here. 
1.1 b yes 
Now just again on the shower—we did talk about the 
upstairs and the slab—um, is there anything more you 
want to say about that? Any issues? 
No, I think if, the—50mm set-down is not appropriate 
set-down in trying to achieve the falls. Um, the larger 
the bathroom is, the more set-down you need. Ground 
floors are easy. Like ideally 100mm set-down would be 
a good industry standard. 
If you are on the ground floor, you would recess the 
slab. There is no issue about the thickness of the slab. 
The only issue plumbing wise is the level of the floor 
waste so when you put your [overflow relief gully] it 
has to be a certain distance below the floor waste—
before it comes back up through the floor waste. 
1.1 d yes No specific comment here. 
1.1 s yes No specific comment here. 
1.1 dwelling yes  
1.1 reason A
1
 Access feature voluntarily provided.  
1.2 a yes No specific comment here. 
1.2 b yes 
Sometimes we try to get it right just on the ground 
floor. If we have a lift we do it all the same. But in this 
case here, we don’t have the 5mm.  
1.2 s yes 
If you make . . . your bathrooms above your bathrooms, 
and your walls–load-bearing walls around your 
bathrooms, which is quite easily to build . . . you can 
drop the floor in the bathroom because the ceiling 
height in the bathroom only needs to be 2100[mm] 
high.  
1.2 dwelling no   30mm step into bathroom. 
1.2 reason T 
Unintentional step as a consequence of ill-considered 
design. 
2.1 a yes 
The other units have got a step at about 30mm. . . . 
Because on the upper levels the structural slab—the 
step was on the outside of the tile there, which would 
mean, to create the ramp, the tile would be in the 
walkway width. 
But if you pulled it in?  
Yes, if you pulled the structural slab in—yes, then it 
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would actually step like that around the wall which is a 
bit more expensive. But it could be done, definitely. 
Again, then coming down to the cost. . . . Actually it 
would be interesting to see what reaction you get when 
you ask [the builder on the project] the same question. 
What if you actually did that on the other level—
stepped the slab and then ramped it? What the cost is. I 
mean if people, builders, were made aware of the 
massive difference that would make, they may be 
willing to accept the cost.  
[For the accessible bathrooms] we did a step in the 
structural slab. So, there’s the structural slab is set-
down of 50mm.  
OK 
Yeah, which means the whole slab through the whole 
apartment ended up being 50mm thicker. So we needed 
200mm, so we had to make it 250mm to be able to take 
out [the step]. . . . One whole building is accessible or 
adaptable. . . . And interestingly, in the other buildings 
it only has the one accessible where we needed to set it 
down—it was easier for the builder to do that building 
with the thicker slab, so he didn’t have to think about 
changing the slab thickness at all. So, all of the two-
bedroom units—they are actually flush between the 
bathroom and the corridor, which is good—a great 
outcome. 
2.1 b yes 
If you recess, it is better. A lot of people just glue [tiles] 
to the slab and you are always going to get not the right 
fall, not the right bumps. When you recess it, you get it 
fine, very fine. You get it neat. You know yourself in 
your own bath, you are always tripping over it. 
2.1 d yes 
Yeah, step-free showers in bathrooms are always a 
problem with waterproofing. . . . But [in] a lot of 
accessible units or adaptable units, we have just done a 
step-free bathroom with a curtain—it looks like a 
hospital shower which I am sure I will get over that but 
the issue always is about water going everywhere in the 
bathroom. . . . Okay it shouldn’t be too hard to achieve.  
2.1 dwelling no   30mm step into the bathroom. 
2.1 reason T 
Unintentional step as a consequence of ill-considered 
design. 
2.2 a yes 
We tend to operate to try and apply base level 1428 to a 
lot of things that we do. . . . Like you were talking, as 
soon as you drop the slab, you have to increase the 
floor-to-floor height to compensate to maintain a 
habitable living space below, and then your building 
sort of creeps up and obviously there’s costs involved 
in the [reinforcing steel] and stepping and all the, I 
guess, the detailed work that happens in providing the 
step-down in the slab. So where part of the brief is to 
minimise the cost of the project, you are trying to avoid 
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obviously doing that. 
2.2 b yes 
Currently at the [project] we have a 200[mm] thick 
slab, so it’s quite a heavy slab, and that is due to the 
fact that they don’t want to see any steps in the slab, 
um, not too many steps in the slab, because they are 
trying to keep the floor-to-floor distance as tight as 
possible. . . By doing that they were able to add an 
additional floor on top. Depending on obviously 
engineering requirements, you can reduce the thickness 
of the slabs and put a fall in the concrete as you pour it. 
It’s a bit more work for the concreters at the time, but 
you do get the [fall]. You still tick all the boxes in 
regards to your requirements to your Australian 
standards for concrete structures [Australian Standard] 
3600mm and waterproofing requirements, so. . . . If the 
structural engineer and the architect are aware of what 
you are targeting there, your structure can be adapted to 
suit that. So you basically are chasing a seamless floor 
finish from a hallway or living area to a bathroom, so 
that can be achieved by, as I said, through falls in the 
concrete. Another way is to create a step in your 
bathroom, but then obviously bed it and tile it, so 
there’s your seamless transition between two rooms. 
Um, yes, it really will come down to design, 
architectural and structural design, to accommodate 
that, so as long as there is a clear indication of what you 
are chasing there. Um, and with that there is the cost 
factor will come into that as well. . . . If you are going 
to an extra 50mm thick slab to try and deal with shorter 
ceiling heights, et cetera, you are adding 50mm of 
concrete per square metre of slab, um, you start to push 
the cost of construction up. Your formwork doesn’t 
change all that much, um, in that situation, um, but your 
cost of material into that slab will obviously compound 
and increase. Or the other way—by adding a step in the 
formwork will take some time to form that up. And 
there’s the additional time to top and fall the bathroom 
prior to tiling as well.  
Well, again from a building perspective, it’s probably 
going to be easier and more cost-effective for us is to 
try and fall the concrete as you place it. However, the 
issue is the size of slab, et cetera, so um, to do that you 
have to deal with structural deflection. So you need to 
look at it—do the exercise on a project-by-project basis. 
There are too many variables in that to really, um, say 
which one is going to be best. From a builder’s point-
of-view, I guess putting a set-down in the bathroom in 
the wet area allows you to create a far better 
waterproofing scenario with a water-proofing 
membrane with a bed and tile on top of that. Which 
gives you, you basically bed up to your finished floor 
level of your other room with your tiles and still create 
your seamless transition between rooms. And that could 
be achieved to meet Australian standards with a typical 
threshold ramp at doorways, et cetera.  
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2.2 d yes 
That’s a good thing, but again, it creates design issues 
in you must have set-downs—waterproofing becomes 
an issue to the surrounding areas, so it will push the 
cost of the building up.  
2.2 dwelling no   40mm step into the bathroom. 
2.2 Reason T 
Unintentional step as a consequence of ill-considered 
building-practice. 
2.3 a yes 
I noticed you dropped the slab for all the bathrooms. 
Was there a reason for that?  
We think it’s a better rule to generally do, that it’s a 
better outcome. It’s also easier for the tilers to drain, to 
do it properly. For some really budget-conscious 
projects, people will be looking to save money 
everywhere, so they won’t do that. For that particular 
project and for other ones we’ve done for [social-
housing company] and [other company] this debate 
generally always comes up. If you step down all the 
shower recesses or step down the bathrooms, it means 
you can generally do that or at least retrofit it in the 
future.  
2.3 b yes 
Yes. Again, our standard practice is that we do drop 
every slab by 30mm for waterproofing purposes. . . . 
Just for dropping the slab, it is standard practice for us, 
just for waterproofing purposes. 
I am very interested in this because lots of builders 
have said that to drop the slab was far too expensive, 
far too costly.  
Um, I um, no, I disagree with that. In this case, it comes 
down to, um, your design for engineering. It was 
always discussed. What they are most probably talking 
about there is, when you drop the slab, you have to drop 
the soffit of the slab. Um, you know in this case, down 
at [project] we engaged engineers and basically we told 
them we wanted a flat soffit, um, so our formwork is to 
stay at the one level all the way through. Therefore, we 
don’t have any step-downs. But what we ended up 
doing is noting that there was a 200mm thick slab 
generally and then 170mm thick over the bathrooms.  
. . . At the end of the day, you run a flat soffit through, 
and you get your engineer to just change the design a 
little around the wet areas and so you can actually just 
reduce your concrete thickness through there.  
2.3 d yes 
Okay, well, the only issue I would see with that one is 
with bathrooms, because, generally, you will find they 
are built up a little bit higher so you get the falls right in 
the shower. So, if you are not going to be allowed to do 
that it, [it] just makes it a little bit harder to do. You 
would have to do it while you are doing the slab 
initially. You have to get it right to start with. I think 
otherwise that’s all fine. 
2.3 dwelling yes  
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2.3 reason A
1
 Intentional access as part of good design. 
3.1 a yes 
No specific comment here. (After the interview, the 
participant commented that the step into the bathroom 
was a mistake.) 
3.1 d yes 
No, I have done lots of that. I haven’t put in a hobbed 
shower for eight years, I think. . . . If you are doing a 
multi-level apartment building, I would say you would 
be better off with [a dropped slab]. I think you’d drop 
those individual areas—if you increase the slab 
thickness in those large areas, then there would be a 
significant cost implication over the entire project.  
[Buyers] like that seamless look anyway which sort of 
fits in with the disabled code but, um, it’s easily done. 
3.1 dwelling no  50mm step into the bathroom.  
3.1 reason T 
Unintentional step as a consequence of ill-considered 
design. 
3.2 d yes 
From our perspective, we always provide hobless 
showers. . . . On a slab and even on the first floor of a 
home we will recess the shower. With the trends 
towards hobless showers, I haven’t seen a raised up hob 
for quite a number of years. . . . To recess the slab, it 
really doesn’t cost any money to recess it. That’s really 
training the concreter, and getting a concreter to 
understand what he has to do and where he has to 
recess the shower slab.  
In all the apartments, the slab is recessed. Again, from a 
construction perspective, it’s just the engineer 
understanding the detail, you know, that particular part 
of the building. We are looking at a new form of 
construction. In that instance, we would bed or raise up 
the rest of the floor, the whole floor, which would allow 
us to create the recess in the bathroom anyway. So, 
again we don’t build up the floors because that’s not a 
look; it’s not an outcome that we want to achieve.  
3.2 d1 yes 
Getting back here to the bathroom, the shower is 
recessed down 35mm so that's how we get a hobless 
shower—so then the tilers fill that back up and fall it to 
the natural floor, so the tiles are all on one level.  
In my own home I have no doors on my showers. So 
you walk straight into your shower. So the showers 
have to be larger, or you build the house with no 
shower-screens whatsoever. So it’s just a free area like 
in a hospital.  
3.2 dwelling no   Flight of stairs in the corridor. 
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3.2 reason S Access not considered to be necessary. 
4.1 d yes 
The extra cost is in the slab because you need to recess 
the slab so the concreter charges you more. Um, usually 
the shower has to be larger when it is hob-free so you 
have got extra cost with the tiler for the bedding you’ve 
got underneath the tiles. Yeah, it’s not a huge cost—but 
there is cost involved in it. 
We have no steps from the garage. That is standard, 
yes. 
4.1 dwelling yes  Level throughout. 
4.1 reason I Desired market-feature. 
4.2 a yes 
Yes, yes . . . you have the slab set-down on the ground 
floor, and [we] will actually drop the joist down. If we 
are using—actually it works quite well in steel-framed 
floor joists—we’ve actually dropped the core joint 
down flush, so we drop at least 40-50mm to get our 
base for our waterproofing and keeping our floor levels 
all uniform.  
4.2 d yes 
Ours are all done that way, yeah. But that's more a level 
of the house, the level of finishes in the house—not to 
have any thresholds. Then there’s a cost for doing that. 
I would be surprised if someone from [cheaper housing 
company] even knew how to do it. So, yeah, it’s a 
matter of setting it out, setting out the slab properly. It 
doesn’t happen very often. 
[The step-up] doesn’t work from a waterproofing point-
of-view, so if you got tiles higher than your outside 
area—obviously if there’s a leak and doesn’t all go 
down the, um, floor waste—it’s going to flow over onto 
something else. I mean it should never be allowed. 
4.2 dwelling no   
There is a single 170mm step 
in the passage on the entry-
level.  
 
4.2 reason S Access not considered as necessary. 
5.1 a yes 
I’ve done it both ways generally at [company]. We 
ramp up to the bathroom . . . We locate our floor wastes 
to allow for as little fall as practically possible, so 
therefore we can keep the bedding down as low as 
possible. Then we’ll have the local area to the bathroom 
ramped to allow for access up into that, once you are 
within a bathroom space. I mean in this project, for 
example, we have a single linear drain. Um, so there’s 
just two simple falls to that linear drain and that's 
picking up generally with a few small exceptions with 
additional floor wastes, picking up all the water there 
and it’s keeping everything clean and simple. 
5.1 d yes 
Yes. And we are offering that in our apartments at the 
moment with the hobless shower. So, um, yeah, that 
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should be fairly standard for most developers to be able 
to do that.  
5.1 s yes 
Yes, a linear drain . . . If you can locate it correctly, the 
floor waste, you can eliminate the need of a secondary 
floor waste in that bathroom. So there’s a cost-saving 
obviously in reducing the number of floor wastes in the 
bathroom. And we believe that from an architectural 
perspective, the linear look is certainly quite trendy and 
different at the moment, and it looks quite sharp and 
gives you a nice seamless floor look and from a 
maintenance point-of-view it’s great. They are very 
easy to lift out and to hose out to clean. So it ticks a lot 
of boxes. . . .You are not just relying on the falls. You 
are actually catching it at the source. We generally put 
it across the front of the shower door.  
5.1 dwelling no  
Ramp transition with 10mm lip 
to bathroom. 
5.1 reason M Small ramp to provide minimum 5mm transition. 
5.2 d yes 
I don’t think there’s any reason why you should really 
have to have a step or that people wouldn’t—I don’t 
think that that’s hard to overcome. 
No, I haven’t seen a step-in shower in a new property 
for a long, long time. I don’t remember when I last saw 
a hob.  
5.2 d1 yes 
To not recess the slab, I suppose, is the preference 
because of the speed and efficiency to do that. Again, it 
all depends on how the room is configured and where 
the door is and a lot of those other factors. But, um, you 
know, it can be dealt with either way when essentially, 
if you are doing a recessed garage, doing another small 
recess is not overly, you know, an impact or cost 
impedance on the plan.  
5.2 dwelling yes   Level transition throughout. 
5.2 reason I Desired market-feature. 
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1.1 a yes 
I wouldn’t recommend nogging—I would recommend plywood 
because five years later, when you come to install the 
handrails, how do you find the nogging?  
1.1 b yes 
Your nogging might work for toilet holders and towel rails and 
so on. But where you’ve got larger areas, your ply is a more 
effective way of covering the surface area you need. 
1.1 d yes No comment here. 
1.1 s yes Yes, that should become compulsory . . . I prefer ply.  
1.1 dwelling no No reinforcement in the walls. 
1.1 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
1.2 a yes 
Sheeting is better because, if you have a person with a 
particular [height], like me—tall, I’d need a handrail at a higher 
height. 
1.2 b yes 
Yeah, we did all the ground floor. Yeah, should be enough—
strong enough. 
1.2 s yes 
The wall around the toilet bathroom and shower will be 
reinforced by installing nogging, at least 25mm or sheeting of 
at least 12mm. 
1.2 dwelling no No reinforcement in the walls of the regular units. 
1.2 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
2.1 a yes No comment here. 
2.1 b yes No comment here. 
2.1 d yes 
Again other than the cost of it, other than the additional cost, 
which will be not a lot in the scheme of things. . . . It’s of no 
consequence.  
2.1 dwelling yes Reinforcement in the walls of the bathroom. 
2.1 reason A Included as part of funding requirements. 
2.2 a yes 
So, it’s kind of small but—so I think it wouldn’t be that 
difficult to convince people that that is a useful thing. But 
initially, there would be some level of backlash to latent kind 
of conditions that you need to, you need to allow for because, 
you know, because of, and this is cynical obviously, as the 
industry is driven by money, and whereas I said before, um, 
managed facilities that have a vested interest in providing 
facilities that are flexible and cater to, um, to, you know, 
equitably to everyone, I think that obviously would be default. 
You would just do that.  
2.2 b yes No comment here. 
2.2 d yes 
Look, I think that’s one of those things—that’s just good 
sensible practice because, ageing population—most houses at 
some point will probably have to be adapted for an elderly 
person, so therefore grab-rails, and it’s just good, probably just 
good practice—it’s going to add significant cost to buildings 
though. . . . Look, ply is probably the most satisfactory, 
because it’s probably going to give you the most flexibility.  
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2.2 dwelling no 
Reinforcement in the walls of the regular studio 
apartments. 
2.2 Reason A Access feature a funding requirement. 
2.3 a no 
So, from an inspection point-of-view, from an architect, we 
want to see it when it is sheeted, but [with] the realities of the 
program, it’s often difficult to make sure. So you, it can be 
difficult to check. . . . And when you are doing a retrofit which 
could be five, ten, fifteen, twenty-five, fifty years later, it’s 
very unlikely that you will have that subcontractor at that time 
that’s going to trust what happened previously.  
2.3 b yes 
Yes. We carried out the, um, ply 12mm ply right through 
sheets which are 1200[mm] wide by 2400[mm]. So you are 
from your bottom plate to your top plate in your bathrooms. 
Having the reinforcement of your 12mm ply over your 
studwork, or over your battens plus your Vilaboard, your 6mm 
Vilaboard, and then you have your finish, tiles and that. It 
makes for a more durable product as well. It’s a more sturdy 
product, and obviously a lot better for fixings. So you are not 
restricted in the small space you have. You know you are 
confident you can get a decent fixing. 
2.3 d yes 
It’s an extra cost, but it’s not significant, and it’s good that it 
has the ability for them to move it around. Because speaking to 
the property team, each client’s needs are different. You can’t 
just put a standard grab-rail in one location. It won’t suit 
anyone. So the best thing to do is to have this, and have the 
reinforcement so you can put it anywhere you need to. It makes 
a lot more sense.  
2.3 dwelling no No reinforcement in regular unit walls. 
2.3 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
3.1 a yes 
The noggings are provided in a range of areas, . . . but they are 
at the 450mm centres because certainly, it would help locate—
it is a difficult exercise later to position them to get a grab-rail 
if you have not, as you say, provided for full runs and 
strengthening for noggings later to allow for fixing if you have 
a grab-rail. 
3.1 d yes 
 . . . I had a client once who couldn’t decide whether their 
mother-in-law was going to come and live with them, and she 
was disabled. So they were umming and ahrring as to whether 
they were going to put all the reinforcement in the walls for 
future grab-rails, et cetera, et cetera, to bring it up to the 
disabled code. So we said, look, you can ply the whole wall, 
and do whatever you want then. We just sheeted it over the top. 
You can put what you want, when you want, on the wall and 
that was effective. It wasn’t really that much of a cost. It was 
just a couple of sheets of ply and we just screwed them to the 
wall. It was thick enough to structurally cope with the grab-
rails and things like that. I thought that was the best way.  
3.1 dwelling no No reinforcement in bathroom or toilet walls. 
3.1 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
3.2 d yes 
I know, in the retirement-living business, their approach is to 
fully sheet one wall with a structural ply, and that’s the 
approach that we would take. Mainly, you can use that ply to 
gain the bracing requirements. So it’s not simply an addition. 
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We can actually get quite a substantial amount of bracing from 
that wall—so we are using it for both bracing and the 
opportunity to use it for grab-rails.  
3.2 d1 yes 
We nog. Okay, at the moment we set out where our towel rails 
go and toilet roll holders go. We nog there. But if you wanted 
to, [ply] sheet is very good because you can put grab-rails 
anywhere. 
3.2 dwelling no No reinforcement in the walls of the bathrooms or toilet. 
3.2 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
4.1 d no 
Yep, we don’t do that as standard simply because it takes up 
room by doing that—so if you imagine 12mm ply on each wall, 
it’s going to reduce the bathroom by a certain amount. 
Generally, bathrooms are kept to an absolute minimum, 
because they’re the biggest cost in the house. So we only build 
them to suit the purpose. That’s all. 
4.1 dwelling no No reinforcement in the walls of the bathrooms or toilet 
4.1 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
4.2 a yes 
I suppose at the end of the day, it depends on cost. You know, 
the nogging compared to the extra sheet of ply, you know, it’s 
more cost-effective.  
4.2 d yes 
Ah, most of the time it’s just stuff left over on site. They use 
nogging.  
4.2 dwelling no No reinforcement in the bathroom or toilet walls. 
4.2 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
5.1 a yes 
Plywood is the better solution than nogging because . . . it gives 
you more flexibility in terms of locating your grab-rails, and 
no-one is perfect in terms of noggings in exactly the right 
place. Also it’s about, I mean, the main issue about that is, that 
if you are going to nog it and that in these areas you have made 
some assumptions in terms of the configuration of grab-rails, 
will it adequately be communicated over the years? 
5.1 d yes 
We did find it a little bit tricky because we had a sliding door 
behind the toilet. So we really had to find a design to fit that 
nogging in there. We’ve done it—it was a little bit tricky—but 
it’s definitely possible if you want to be able to do it.  
5.1 s yes 
The problem is if it is being done retrospectively. So I would 
suggest that if it was all designed up front, then you would just 
use the nogging.  
5.1 dwelling no No reinforcement in the walls of the bathrooms. 
5.1 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
5.2 d yes I don’t think that’s a particular issue. 
5.2 d1 yes 
Yes. Look, we would go 12mm ply from bottom plate to top 
plate across the whole wall every day, because the noggings 
experience of putting grab-rails on and again, dependent on the 
actual person’s disability or their preference offloading from, if 
we thought they were in a wheelchair, from the wheelchair to 
the toilet, there’s so many different methods and permutations 
of that, and then comes all the different angles and lengths of 
the handrails, the grab-rails.  
5.2 dwelling no 
No reinforcement could be found in the walls of the 
bathrooms. 
5.2 reason S Not considered to be necessary. 
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APPENDIX K. DATA FROM DWELLING 2.2 
K1. Interview with Designer 2.2a 
[2.2a], thank you for meeting with me today. There will be a series of questions and I should be 
finished within the hour. Ah, the first question is to, um, find out a bit about you. So can you please 
describe your business, you know, what you do and the company? 
Okay, I work for [architectural firm], a large commercial practice in Brisbane city. We do work on a 
multitude of levels and scales of architecture. Um, my role here is, I guess, one of a project architect. I 
am a graduate architect and looking to become registered shortly. I am in that process at the moment. 
Um, and I sort of work very closely with some of the design directors, sort of to work through projects 
to bring them through to fruition. I’ve worked very closely on [the community-housing project] and 
sort of had, I guess, some interest in the other low-cost developments that we have been involved in 
which sort of include [project and project]. I know that we’ve had the opportunity to do other low-cost 
housing projects but I haven’t been involved in them. And there is another one on at the moment 
we’ve got at [address].  
Okay, and so how much housing would [architectural firm] do in a year? 
I mean it obviously fluctuates with the industry. Um, it’s something that I have had a good dealing in, 
um. And the range of housing changes as well. Say, for instance, three years ago we were doing a lot 
of, um, mid-level, mid-rise multi-residential apartment dwellings, so nothing, I guess, sort of involved 
low-cost housing or accessible, or specifically accessible component to it. Um, but in terms of a 
percentage, um, I guess it probably falls anywhere between 20 to 30 per cent of our work. Um, but 
that is certainly large-scale operations stuff so, um, so we are talking within the last ten years, sort of 
unit towers in the city as well as large developments sort of in the inner city, even extending to high-
end one-off dwellings in places like [coastal town], or in large developments in [coastal town]—even 
one off, you know, detached houses for specific clients. 
Okay, so can you give me a typical day in the life of [2.2a]?  
Um, for the last I guess two years, um, I guess my life has revolved around [this project]. The majority 
of that time it’s been under construction, so it’s, ah, coming to terms with the kinds of issues we have 
on the project. Communicating with all the appropriate members to see where we are at and how we 
move forward for the day. Um, I, often I will work on a number of projects. It’s sort of managing, 
yeah, managing my time between those projects and, um, I guess the way that we operate here is that, 
if there are a number of projects they might be at different stages of completion. So, at the moment, 
um, [this project] is nearing completion and I am moving on to another project in Townsville that is 
just starting off. So both the end-phase and the start-phase tend to overlap. Um, and that’s, I guess, 
that’s—you can kind of fairly easily deal with that in terms of time management, because of your 
involvement at the end of a project tends to kind of, tends to wean off the project—your involvement 
is not as intense. So, yes, I guess that’s probably fairly accurate.  
OK, um, I’m going to ask—the next question is about the notion of a voluntary code and we can use 
this as an example. What’s your thought about the idea of designing housing which includes access 
features? 
Um, I guess access features in terms of the, um, strictly PWD, or is it ambulant or um? 
Well it can be any, um. 
Any. 
The thought that now there are no requirements and here we are looking at a national strategy to 
include requirements. So what are your thoughts about that? 
I think it’s an important development as part of, um, I guess the way, um, we are moving—I guess I 
say that is because my personal involvement on projects of low-cost housing has been a very clear 
delineation tied to things like this. So [this project] has—there was, it started to implement some of 
these things, some of these ideas that weren’t necessarily—weren’t law or required, but I guess it was 
considered for the type of housing, um, that we were doing, absolutely necessary for the operation 
and, I guess, one of the challenges we face for, for low-cost housing particularly is the—maybe the 
public stigma that becomes attached to particularly some of the older public-housing developments or 
um—like it’s our role, or one of our roles is do a building that doesn’t necessarily appear to be low-
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cost housing. And part of that is about, um, is about, I guess, developing ownership and quality and 
things like that. And I think that accessibility plays a huge control as part of that. Um, so I think it’s a 
very good initiative to be promoting that and pushing that as potentially maybe being integrated into 
building law, Building Act or something like that. If you are, and I guess my involvement has been 
with low-cost housing, and I suspect that this is beyond that, is more than that, its global, so if you 
were to build a new house you would have to meet this standard, so I am coming at it from a very 
specific tack so I think it’s important right across the board, but fundamentally, it has to be done for 
low-cost housing or large unit developments I think because um, yep.  
Thank you, um, so who do you think these changes are going to benefit—thinking globally? 
Um (pause), I mean it’s probably not something I have thought about in too much detail beyond the 
very direct effect it has on people who inhabit the space, um, so I guess first and foremost it provides, 
it would provide suitable access for people, the users of a residence um, but beyond that, I am just 
trying to think of, um, kind of the benefits beyond that for business or for, um, for development or, 
um, because I think it’s, I mean it’s in the way I think about it. It’s something—it should just be 
default um, and, for a long time, um, people I guess have considered this idea possibly as a burden 
because, in the same way people have thought about, you know, the green building movement as 
going above and beyond what they needed to provide, so the extra thought or the extra cost or the 
extra might be detrimental to the effectiveness, the cost-effectiveness of the project. So I think in a 
similar way to, to building is now, um, I think that architects or designers or developers are now 
thinking about buildings as about being green by default. Um, I think that fundamental culture shift 
has to happen around this. I think, um, this kind of initiative where perhaps industry, large industry 
bodies from all, you know, as well as governmental bodies bringing awareness through strategic plans 
like this, is a good way to help that, I guess, ground swell to kind of push that forward as a default 
stance—so it’s shouldn’t be something that we would have to do in addition to, to what we do 
normally—it’s just what we do. So I think part of the problem that needs to happen is a cultural shift, 
and, um, and I think working on projects like this for our company probably help, help shift that 
because it just becomes, um, you understand fundamentally that it has to perform in a very particular 
way. Otherwise it’s not going to be a good outcome, you know, a good working piece of 
architecture—yeah, sorry I think I have strayed a little from the question.  
No, it’s very helpful. Um, when you say “this company”, can you expand on that, because it’s a high-
profile company, or is it, um, because it’s a big company?  
Ah possibly—I guess, um, it, I mean, it may not even be as insular as this company, um, in, I guess I 
keep going back to this idea of a green building, but as a movement industry-wide, it’s about cultural 
change, and I think you can manage cultural change within a company to some extent because you 
have leaders and you have teams of people that talk about design and talk about problems and moving 
forward and for [architectural firm], projects like this can act as a catalyst and I guess we like to think 
when we work through a project, that we learn from it and we can use that information and knowledge 
to, to better other projects. So um, yeah, culturally within a large company you have to be conscious 
of how that works and probably be strategic, I think. We have set up, um, because it is a significant; 
it’s probably one of two or three large companies in Brisbane, or the larger companies in Brisbane. 
And we would consider ourselves one of the leading designers at that scale in Brisbane, so to manage 
that, you need to break down hierarchies and have very clear, sort of fluid interaction and 
communication, and I think that can be difficult in large companies, like some people can feel 
possibly isolated or intimidated or—I know this is sort of shifting off topic a little bit. But I think for a 
culture within a company to change, you have to be aware of those kinds of things. But, and work 
with them or to remove, I guess that, that stigma that comes with a large company. For instance with 
projects, I guess I mentioned it before, because we are split over two levels, a project that’s completed 
down here, once it’s nearing completion, um, we will offer some walk-throughs and so we can go visit 
other projects and talk about the problems that they faced, and the solutions they came up with, and 
often clients are involved in a walk-through, so you can kind of chat, to chat to both or the client’s 
representative and then beyond that there will be in-house talks. So I guess there’s—whilst there are 
separate teams, separate projects, there’s an understanding that we can kind of have access to all this 
other design information. So that, I guess, that’s how we try and manage it. I think it’s more difficult 
when you step outside of a company where you can’t manage the culture to, I guess, I mean, I guess—
you can through things like this. You can approach, um, the Property Council of Australia. You can 
talk to the Developer Association of Australia. You can talk and push an agenda, um, so and I think 
perhaps that’s what this is doing and that’s important, um, but I am not sure—I guess, I guess it’s 
because we feel it’s something that should be taken or considered as default not as an accessory to a 
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building, um, that maybe, um, we don’t need to champion it perhaps—I guess that, I don’t know, I 
have lost my thought on that one. 
That’s very good. That’s been very helpful. Can we just go through the standard? 
Sure. 
So this won’t take long because you have been working on it. The first is the safe and continuous 
pathway from the street entrance or the parking area to the dwelling entrance. Now clearly, in Class 
2s—that’s in place now with the Access to Premises code from May 1st. You are aware of that?  
Um, no, I have heard about it but I haven’t seen the detail. Because my head has been in this project 
so long, I guess we have been working to some older codes. So yeah I haven’t really. 
Okay, that’s fine, essentially, if it’s possible—there’s an out here. If the slope of the ground would be 
less than one-in-fourteen. It’s for Class 1 and Class 2s, so that it is, wherever possible, there is a step-
less entry from the street or the car park. OK, the second is that there is one level entry and it is 
820[mm] clearance. Any problems with that?  
I don’t see that either of those would be a significant problem from, um, I guess if it, obviously those 
kind of things need to be known early on in a project to be incorporated early on in the design. 
Generally speaking, they are the kinds of things we do by default anyway. Because of accessibility, 
particularly, you know, stepping through an entrance. It’s just difficult to have a step there and, but 
also for anyone really, whether, um, you know someone with—is not ambulant, with disabilities or 
wheelchair access or—I think that is almost common-sense. Um, I guess the width of an entrance—
um, we kind of by default have a rule of thumb that we don’t do anything that is sort of less than an 
820[mm door].  
Door clearance or door leaf? 
Door clearance. 
870[mm] door leaf. 
Particularly at entrance doors. 
Okay, well they talk about a 1200[mm] x 1200[mm] landing.  
In a non-fire-isolated—so just a general stairway? 
Well at a front—no sorry not in a stairwell—before you enter. So a balcony or a foyer that you have 
got 1200[mm] x1200[mm].  
I don’t know that that would be, generally be a problem. Because I think the way that you, particularly 
the main entries, the way that you approach them they need to be visible and read as an entry. I think 
where it may become, not a problem, but something you would have to be particularly conscious of, is 
where you are trying to provide a Juliette balcony or something like that, that but, um, perhaps you 
don’t have a large area but you want to have access to the light, um, and you want to be able to get a 
lot of ventilation into your dwelling—and all those things that are important. So I know that— 
This is only for the— 
The main entries.  
Yeah.  
I don’t know that. So this is where you go back to the out clause of “if”, that, that word “if”. Um, I 
don’t know if it would actually be a problem um, until you start interfacing with natural ground 
planes. We actually had an issue on this problem where our residential entry is on [the street] and it’s 
on a sloping, um, a significant slope and they’re things you have to manage and negotiate and as long 
as this would—you know this early on, then it’s easy to do. It’s always easier to change things on 
paper than it is out on site. So, um, yeah— 
Okay, um, the next is the car parking, that there are car parking spaces of at least 3200[mm] x 
5400[mm].  an I say that there’s been some question about this for Class 2s—um, that let’s say there 
is some disability car spaces with that measurement when we are talking Class 2s. For Class 1, that 
would be the default or the minimum. 
(Pause) I think when, obviously when you allow, um, when you are providing accessible facilities and 
when that extends to dwellings I don’t think you can limit it by saying, “Well we can allow you, we 
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can provide an accessible unit, but then limit your ability to park a car or use a car on a facility”. So, 
that makes complete sense and I think that’s, yeah that’s, I guess I am trying to break away from 
thinking about low-cost housing where often the occupants don’t have vehicles um, but as a greater, as 
thinking outside something like a structure like this, it makes sense that you are providing accessible 
facilities—it makes complete sense you provide what is deemed PWD parking to support that facility.  
For here [project], what’s the parking arrangement? How many units per car parking—what is the 
ratio? 
My understanding is the car parking is actually for the commercial tenancies. So there’s two storeys of 
commercial tenancies—it’s a mixed-use project, um, and in the initial, um, I think it may be, it’s still 
under negotiation, for the commercial tenancies were going to be taken up by companies like [NGOs] 
but when you move up to the residential levels, there is actually no car parking. And I think that’s 
probably acceptable here because it’s close to the [city]. It’s close to, you know, public amenities. 
There’s a bus, you know, a high-traffic bus route. So I think where this particular project is situated, 
that’s a completely adequate response to the context of it. I think where you might have problems—
where obviously you don’t have access to that facility, that amenity, um, as a civic infrastructure. Um, 
and where you would, there might be a requirement to provide car parking and all of that. And that’s 
where I think this becomes important because you can’t build a residential facility out, I don’t know, 
somewhere where there wasn’t train or bus or any kind of those kind of facilities, um, and then expect, 
and for it to be an accessible facility. Um, and perhaps not provide car parking to suit that, so— 
Okay, to keep going here, the, um, internal doors and corridors again—820[mm] clearance for the 
doors and a 1000[mm] wide corridors. Any issue for you?  
Um 1000[mm] wide corridors—I don’t think there’s an issue. I mean, part of the accessible pathways 
to fire-isolated stairways and things like that is, you need to put that as a minimum. So I think that’s 
really not an issue, that’s a default. Um, the opening width, you said 820[mm] width—so you are 
going an 870[mm] door. And this is just general so I’m not talking about entry doors. 
Inside, the bathroom, the bedroom— 
Once again I think that, um, it’s not a problem as long as that’s known. Often, um, often I guess you 
need to, I guess, I’ll jump back to this project again. There’s in the way that this project was briefed, 
and then managed and designed—there were a number of units that were deemed adaptable. So, um, 
they could be changed that weren’t deemed PWD accessible so, they didn’t have all the appropriate 
handrails and everything but, um, they had flush controls, and wider doorways and corridors were in 
terms of the Australian standard, um, and when you want to, I guess get the number of units on 
something which is limited to a particular site and you are kind of forced with, ah, to perhaps in some 
cases, use a 700[mm] door into a bathroom. But like I am talking about one case—but as long as this 
was known—doesn’t become a problem. 
In this project was there stimulus package money where you had the— 
There was and that drove a lot of the timeline and a lot of the scheduling.  
And did you know about the stimulus package money before you started the design? 
Um, I think that was part of yeah, part of the briefing. 
Because they had a set of universal design features that needed to be included. 
Yeah, there was, there was a design brief that basically said, “Okay, these are the things that need to, 
these are a list of things that need to include as part of the design”.  
Do you have a copy of that? 
Um, I do, it was emailed from [developer]. I think it was the [housing provider] guidelines, but it was 
probably a tweaked version—potentially, I don’t know. 
I should get that from [developer] I think. 
Probably, it may not be a document too. It may have —my understanding is that it’s a document 
developed through, I mean through their experiences—something obviously that they do reasonably 
regularly and they incorporate things into it. It’s also about efficiency of buildings so, so it 
incorporates floor-to-floor heights, um, and things like that and I guess our role is to take that, what is 
a generic document, assess it within additional briefing of requirements, within the context of the site, 
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and propose a design that sort of meets as many of those requirements as we can and propose that 
back to the client.  
Um, in that also, in this one, there is a minimum of 5mm transition threshold so— 
Is that taken from the latest, um, Australian standard? We are not talking about— 
I don’t know where they got it from but there is no requirement under the building code to have that 
minimum threshold in housing. 
Oh, yes, certainly in housing, I think, we tend to operate to try and apply base level [AS]1428 to a lot 
of things that we do. And one of the latest iteration of the Australian standard talks about a 3mm and 
5mm movement in a horizontal surface. Now, it doesn’t specifically talk about a threshold through 
doors, where you have a material change, but I think as a general—as, the intent of that is probably, 
yes, I think it is talking about the tiles.  
The area that is most challenging so far is the transition to the bathroom, not on the ground floor but 
storeys above where you have to drop the slab. 
Yes, exactly. We have had to face that problem here because it’s— 
So what was your solution?  
I guess we go back to talking about adaptable units. Like you were talking as soon as you drop the 
slab you have to increase the floor-to-floor height to compensate to maintain a habitable living space 
below and then your building sort of creeps up and obviously there’s costs involved in the “reo” and 
stepping and all the—I guess the detailed work that happens in providing the step-down in the slab. So 
where part of the brief is to minimise the cost of the project, you are trying to avoid obviously doing 
that. The way it was approached in this was there was a number of PWD and adaptable units that were 
required to be provided. And that’s to allow a level of flexibility for the expansion of those, facilities, 
those PWD facilities in the future. So three units per floor are adaptable and on two of those floors, 
one of the adaptable units is a fully kitted out PWD unit and they have a dropped slab, so you have a 
flush threshold between— 
So are they on top of each other so that the bathroom below has a lower ceiling height? 
Yes, that’s right. And again that’s an interesting way of moving forward because, before working on 
this project, I hadn’t actually been confronted with that possibility. You provide that latent 
accessibility of the project. And I mean it is something that makes complete sense for [social-housing 
company] as tenants’ kind of demographic or as the needs of tenants kind of shifts they can adapt the 
building to do that. Um, and I guess one of the curious things is how that might be implemented in 
something like a strategic plan, um—because I think in the past often this is the standard. It’s fairly 
black-and-white and people would generally go to the minimum requirement of it whereas this is 
going beyond that to kind of compensate for a changing user populace. So it would be interesting 
whether that would be a requirement, moving away from a managed facility like this to something like 
a developer-driven apartment complex, where the government or whoever said, okay, we have an 
ageing population, we know that there’s going to be a requirement for greater accessibility somewhere 
down the line. You need to provide the ability built into your building to allow for that because that is 
currently not happening in housing stock. Um, and it and I think it’s probably going back to the 
cultural shift. That may be difficult because a lot of the industry stuff is driven by an economic 
feasibility and as soon as you put in something that is latent into a unit development, let’s say, it 
doesn’t get a direct financial outcome, like it doesn’t directly benefit the developer, the client or 
whoever, then it may be considered a burden. Unless there is some ability to market it—there’s 
potentially, you know, market it as a saleable kind of thing. 
I want you to hold that thought because I want you to expand on that later.  
Okay.  
Let’s finish these—the toilet is a—could be a 900[mm] wide space with—but it needs 1200[mm] in 
front of the pedestal without the door swing. It could be also in a bathroom. Do you have any problem 
with that? 
Well, I am instantly drawn back to this where we have, just the configuration of the toilet where we 
stacked toilet’s back to each other, where we have an ambulant toilet where we have required a 
minimum 900[mm] clearance in front of the bowl and that’s probably dictated the size of the rest of 
the toilets within that room. 
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And now they want 1200[mm]. 
And now 1200[mm]. I mean, personally, I don’t see a problem with it. It’s probably a good thing, um. 
But then I mean, in the way I think about these things, it always comes back to, um, knowing that this, 
this is the standard that needs to be met before doing all the schematic planning and all of that kind of 
thing. There may be some difficulty if this, um, if something was to come into play and obviously 
there was retrospective implementation required or something like that, that might become difficult. 
But I don’t see that it would be a problem. I am just trying to think. 900[mm] circulation isn’t like too 
much. Like it’s not—it’s probably just enough. Like I said, it’s one of those, um, you set a standard, 
you know, at a minimum requirement and people just do that. Um, you know, if it’s deemed that it’s 
actually 1200[mm] that is better then, you know, I think it’s fine to move forward with. 
Okay, um, right and a shower is a—if it’s on the ground level—this isn’t clear actually—let us just say 
it’s on the ground level—it’s on the entry level. It’s hobless and step-free and can have a screen if the 
screen can be removed at a later date. Did you put hobs in here?  
There aren’t any hobs. One of the, um, issues we face with low-cost housing is that as soon as you 
start doing detailed work that, um, it becomes a cost-prohibitive, so we have units that are a pretty 
simple unit that is sort of stuck in—in these particular ones. Yeah I don’t know if it has a tray 
underneath it. I don’t remember. Actually no, I think we were talking about tray. Sorry. Um, I think 
we were discussing a tray because of those reasons, because it was, it was a quick, efficient, cost-
effective way of getting a shower into it. But I think this kind of stuff came into effect—so in the 
PWD and adaptable units that have, um, the screens are just a glass pane with small tracks that run 
up—they are a semi-frameless system, that you have your tiles that are laid to floor-falls with very 
minimum thresholds—these are the one-bedrooms. Um, I am struggling to remember in our studios 
whether we went for a—I think we went with a similar system, is something that gets—the tiles are 
laid to a fall and there is a slight step to the threshold to the shower recess. 
On site I can check that. So they are making this as a default—the hobless shower? 
Um, personally, I think that’s, um, I think, it’s obviously good from an accessibility point-of-view 
because you don’t have to obviously step through, step over a threshold—um, but you know from, ah 
even, ah, even, a stupid base-level aesthetic, sort of seamless thresholds, one, I mean they are very 
popular, but personally, I think they look quite good. So I have no problem with it, um.  
Okay, alright, now the last one is the reinforcement in the bathroom and toilet walls. I don’t have the 
diagrams but it would be around a third of the walls.  
Okay, to enable additional grab-rails. 
To enable for grab-rails at a later date?  
Yeah, and this is where you could talk about adaptable units—um a provision for that you would put 
ply wood or something substantial in behind to allow for future grab-rails. I think if you are talking 
about a strategic plan for a future development that might be an interesting thing to include. 
Particularly with, I guess, as I mentioned the ageing population that, might actually in a hallway, 
might actually require a continuous handrail in a hallway. Um, so I think that will probably be 
valuable when thinking about it in those terms. I guess, I am trying to think in the way a builder or a 
developer might think about it, and it maybe, as I said, some of these other things if it was to be 
implemented as a requirement, um, might be deemed this as a latent effect and no sort of cost-benefit 
initially. I think certainly for managed facilities, that would be quite valuable because you don’t have 
to rip out walls to reline or put things in or just fix and hope that it is going to hang on—which would 
be horrible because if someone you know fell on it or used, trusted this object to hold their weight and 
it collapsed on them, I think it is almost negligent—um, but, as a kind of—I don’t know, I kind of 
think about it in terms of, um, if it was a blanket statement that said all units need to provide for say 
for 30% of bathroom and living room walls, um, to have— 
Bathroom and toilet— 
Bathroom and toilet walls I think probably, um, a small percentage, like I think when you think about 
the size or the extent of the walls of a—so it’s kind of small but—so I think it wouldn’t be that 
difficult to convince people that that is a useful thing. But initially there would be some level of 
backlash to latent kind of conditions that you need to, you need to allow for because, you know 
because of, and this is cynical obviously, as the industry is driven by money, and whereas I said 
before, um, managed facilities that have a vested interest in providing facilities that are flexible and 
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cater to, um, to, you know, equitably to everyone, I think that obviously would be default. You would 
just do that. Um— 
Okay, excellent. Now back to the question of the subject you were discussing before—it really was, 
um, what was going to get in the way of this happening? You talked about the cost. Um, are there any 
other, um, issues that you think would get in the way of the industry taking this up voluntarily?  
Um, yeah, I don’t, I don’t know whether there is—there is still a culture of, once again this is quite 
cynical, but whether there is still a culture of “it doesn’t directly affect me, so why should I consider 
it?” And um, I kind of discussed in talking about people sort of suggesting, um, that people will do 
stuff if it’s law, if there’s a requirement, they will go to the minimum requirement, and so on. And I 
think largely that is driven by cost. Because particularly in doing large developments, [there] are 
substantial outlays of money so you want obviously to minimise cost wherever you can. Um— 
Just going back to “it doesn’t affect me?”—can you talk a bit more about that. Is it the money or that 
people don’t think they are going to, would not ever need it?  
It may be more that, more that sort of tack. We’ve done a project in-house for a, um, the name has 
escaped me for the moment, um, [disability support organisation] and that’s because there is a number 
people in our practice that were very directly affected. Or, you know, they have had people who 
required care and they couldn’t find anywhere, anywhere, anywhere to adequately provide that level 
of service or care and so I guess, as a company, we’ve supported that and moved forward, so there has 
been a cultural change, there’s been a shift because we have been very directly affected, um, and 
become aware of that through our interaction, so there may be, and, I guess this is speculation, um, 
there may be a culture out there that, you know, if I don’t I’m still young and successful I am not 
thinking about retirement, you know I am not thinking, I am not anticipating damaging myself to the 
point where I need a wheelchair or walking sticks or anything so, um, this having to assess things 
through that, um, I guess you have to be quite conscious of having to assess a design solution through 
that, through that guise, through that understanding. If it isn’t law, I’m not sure that people will, will 
think in those terms.  
Mm, okay. 
I don’t know if I am articulating it well enough. 
You have got it very nicely, thank you. You have actually hinted at this already. Now I will ask the 
question more overtly. Given those, um, inhibiters to do it, what do you think, um, would assist 
builders, designers and developers to do it? You mentioned law. Is there anything else or do you want 
to talk some more about the law? 
I would kind of like to start thinking about the green building revolution in that it becomes something 
that, you know, through, you know, publicity, and through media and through a sort of an organised 
substantial visible push, um, people are becoming acutely aware, um, that if they run the water it’s 
going to waste, and of all the day to day sort of things that effect the environment and become 
conscious of their actions and the impact that it has, um. So along, and I mean that’s obviously, that’s 
drifted into business, um, and that becomes a marketable sort of, you know, a marketable thing. You 
can provide a building that is more green and then you can market it in terms of, you know, that it’s 
better, people are working—you know, you talk about it in business terms, so it is something that you 
enjoy working in, you have fewer sick days, you have greater access to light, means that, um, the eye 
has the ability to adjust and shift and focus. There’s all these high beneficial things about green 
design, which are now I think, at least now, are now default, which we promote and hope to achieve 
as part of you, know, every design that we do. Um, and I guess accessibility doesn’t have the same 
profile. It doesn’t affect people very directly. Like I mean—if it was water, it was a very direct hip-
pocket cost. You know people, if you use too much water because we are in a drought, we are going 
to charge more money. If you, um if you—the cost of petrol is going up so you have a very direct 
there is a very direct react—and probably when it comes down to money again, it’s probably, so I 
think and it’s, uh, it affects you in a number of places, you know, in your home, you know, people 
looking to shop at places that are particularly green. So there is a global push of it. So that’s where I 
think it’s different from accessibility, it doesn’t affect the public at the same level, so it’s not 
something that can easily be understood. You know, you have to be quite sympathetic or empathetic, 
you know. Um, and so it’s not, it’s not rallying the same kind of support to be able to say, “Well, 
okay, there are these kind of marketable benefits because everyone is aware of the problems”. Um, 
and I guess I’m somewhat removed because I, maybe because I am healthy and because I don’t 
have—so I am probably viewing it from the outside world, outside of that. So, maybe there are those 
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kinds of issues going on but at least—or I guess, I am not, I am not seeing it at the same scale as some 
of the other things that are going on in the industry at the moment. So I think it comes down to 
probably awareness and, um, and impact on individuals in a number of different areas, so in their 
home life as well as the working life, um, to be a useful force to get industry and something to be used 
as marketing, which then gets tied to, um, you know, how effectively, you know, to provide this stuff 
in a business sense. 
Okay, um, we are a little over time. Are you okay to keep going?  
Hmm, that’s fine. We can keep rolling. 
Um, just two more questions. In the, um—let’s helicopter out of day-to-day. There are a number of 
things that happen to the industry that the industry has no control over—one being the GFC. When 
that happened, there were changes in how people decided when they did things. In building, we are 
looking at smaller spaces; we are not being as lavish.  
Yep. 
Can you think of any external issue that might impinge on this idea; either catalyse it or get in the 
way?  
Um, I think the only thing, um—the first thing that comes to mind is the ageing population, um, where 
potentially more people, um, will require, um, houses that become, that can be adapted or changed, 
um, to facilitate, um, I guess, you know, people who are more frail or require sort of more care than 
they are not getting currently. I think when perhaps when, I am not an expert on it, perhaps, um, when 
the baby-boomers sort of shift through it—I am talking generations and perhaps they are vocal and in 
control of industry to an certain extent at the moment, um, and when they get to a point where, you 
know, they’d like to perhaps stay at home at once retired, and do that for as long as possible, they will 
need, they will need a dwelling to support that. You know, and I think that might bring about perhaps 
the awareness that I was most probably talking about before, um. Aside from that, I guess I’m 
probably struggling to think of things other than, um, that perhaps are more micro-scale than that. I 
think of [disability support organisation] in a way, um, there was a problem that a couple of 
individuals had encountered and there, um, has been enthusiasm and the audacity and the strength to 
push the idea and the support structures—and, you know, they had quite a large profile. It’s quite 
small—not at the scale of the GFC, but I think those kinds of endeavours, um, sort of raise the profile 
of things like accessibility, at least in sort of the background. So I think if there were enough of those, 
perhaps it will also help and those kinds of things may, may increase in time over—as the population 
does age and people, you know, who are not expecting to get old, who are not thinking about it 
suddenly realize that, “I do need a hand-rail” and things like that. Yeah, I don’t know—I probably 
have to mull over it perhaps respond to it—in the notes, perhaps.  
Okay, the last question is—I am going to give you a scenario. You’ve been doing this work. You have 
become interested in it. It’s now 2017 and the government rings you up and says, “[2.2a], we’re 
having trouble getting this done. What do you think we should do to get to the 2020 deadline?” 
Okay, and 2020 was 100% of um— 
Yes, of all new dwellings. 
Mm. (pause) I guess it probably comes down to trying to, trying to champion the cause, um, you 
know, to get people, um, understanding, involved in discussion around it, um, assuming that it hasn’t 
happened and I think one of the ways that, you know, I mean I can only talk about Brisbane in that 
sense, one of the ways often change to planning and, um, like a strategic plan in the city—one way of 
the ways that change comes about is through, I guess, industry bodies meeting and having casual 
discussion where sort of someone’s saying, “Okay, I have this idea”, and talking about it and then 
starting a, an industry-wide conversation about it. So, um, that’s possibly one way of approaching it, 
or particularly an effective way of approaching it. There’s a, um, there’s a, I think there’s a 
Queensland government initiative, this is a tangential, um, it’s just another initiative that has perhaps 
had an effect on industry, uh, in different ways, is the HEAT initiative. So [the premier] and [2.2a’s 
employer] got together with some other people and championed Queensland design, as a brand 
almost. So it’s a global initiative to draw attention to our design. So it’s got backing by industry. It’s 
got backing by Anna Bligh, so Queensland Government, um, and there’s exposure, um, so and that 
came about through a number of key individuals recognising that, okay, um, what’s going to happen 
post-GFC, and how are we going to mitigate that and support the Queensland architecture or design or 
building industry. And, I guess, perhaps through, perhaps through, those kinds of conversations with 
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industry, um, you know probably things like this, the profile of the matter—I don’t call it a problem or 
issue, but—the discussion will increase and people will become aware of it and the more people who 
become aware of it and understanding the issues, I guess the potential for, um, innovation, in a way 
the people think about it. Um, and that needs to happen at a base level, because I am not sure that—so 
that they are having difficulty implementing it is that because it’s an imposition without cause or 
without justification? Whenever you are problem-solving you need to include the people who are 
going to be solving the problem and the people who the problem affects, so as a, um, as a holistic, you 
know, kind of more bottom-up approach, because then there’s ownership. The problem has ownership 
of the solution. Yeah. So I think that’s probably a reasonable way to approach it. But all of those 
things—you can never be certain of them, you will always have politics involved. It’s a complicated 
monster (laugh).  
Just going back to your previous comments—you mentioned the law. Um, do you want to expand on 
that, or?  
I guess—just making it as part of the BCA so as something that is required in every— 
Would you like to comment more on that?  
Um, I mean, I guess, just in the things we discussed—very broadly speaking there are some aspects of 
it that would be very, um, that would be very minor changes to what is already out there and, and 
probably considered by most, if not all, as a positive step. And this is the cynic in me coming out 
again, and something I talked about with you previously, is that, unless there is those discussions, 
unless there is a cultural shift, um, within the industry, um, you know, and developers, you know, 
holistically within the industry, it’s going to be difficult, um, for a lot of people to perceive some of 
these changes as a, as a benefit rather than something—I was talking about whether it is a default or in 
addition—what should happen I think with some of these things: “It would be nice but they are cost-
prohibitive or they’re—because we are trying to make the most effective efficient work of architecture 
that meets all these requirements”. You know, it comes down to money and that money is spent on, 
based on values—I think those values are driven by culture and what—so it’s sort of, I don’t think you 
can impose some of those things without expecting a, um, perhaps a backlash because they don’t meet 
the current values of the industry—and those values are driven by culture—what’s deemed 
appropriate, what’s deemed acceptable, what’s excessive—um so that’s, I guess that’s what I am 
talking about. If the government is having difficulty and I use the word “impose”—imposing some of 
these things—because it’s deemed an imposition—it’s much better to get people involved and, um, in 
a conversation and problem-solving what is approaching because there’s ownership and there’s 
fundamental shifts in the way people think about it. Um, you know, I think some of those things are, 
kind of, um, you know, some of those things will come about because of the shifts in our society 
around ageing populations and requirements for, you know, live-in care or, you know, those kinds of 
things. But in addition to that, there needs to be conversations about it because the people who aren’t 
directly affected by it may not be, they are probably aware of it but they might not care, or they might 
not see the potential for it in the market, or they might not see the need for it, because it doesn’t 
directly affect them. So— 
Okay, that’s excellent.  
Yeah? (Laugh.) 
Is there anything else you would like to say? 
Um, no, not really. 
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K2. Interview with Builder 2.2b 
Thank you [2.2b] for meeting with me today. Um, the first set of questions are about you, and I would 
like you to describe your business and the company you work for and, um, what your job is. 
Okay, well, obviously the business is in the construction field. We are a commercial builder. I’d say 
we are considered a mid-tier contractor. We have a diverse range of projects from small million-dollar 
“refurbs” through to multi-million-dollar residential complexes. My particular position is a project 
manager with the company. My department is operations side and from which I am responsible for a 
team of individuals to complete projects as they come along. I have the pleasure of building a few 
affordable housing projects—I have worked for a couple of different companies now, so I’ve a bit of 
experience in this type of work.  
Okay, so can you give me a typical day in the life of [2.2b]? 
Not a problem—a typical day is an early start, generally around 5am start. That’s used to frame up the 
day for the people who work with me, which is for this particular project, a team of twelve people. 
The first few hours are used primarily to set the activities for the day. And then depending on what 
stage of the month, I will be dealing with payments, et cetera, for subbies, but generally day-to-day is 
taking requests for information from subcontractors, responding to and also dealing with the 
consultants and clients. Initial stages of the project, we would principally be letting the subcontractors, 
understanding the project, getting your head around the details and basically building the project on 
paper prior to rolling it out on to the site.  
So how many units of housing would you do a year? 
That [company] do a year? That’s a pretty good question. I’d say at the moment we’ve got about eight 
projects that are residential unit developments ranging from 55 to about 105 units, so when you put it 
that way, it’s a good 500-700 individual unit dwellings getting pushed out by [company] a year.  
Um, that’s a big operation. 
 Um, yeah, we have three offices in Brisbane [and two regional offices].  
You said you have had experience with affordable housing?  
Yes. 
In relation to this idea of having accessible features within housing, what’s your general thought 
about that idea? 
We obviously, as our society continues to age and disability is, ah, I wouldn’t say more common, but 
seems to be a rising trend and people with certain access requirements—yeah, very important for us to 
develop now for the future. 
So, ah, can we go through the features of this [code]? This is what is seen as the base level, as you 
call it. The first is a safe and continuous pathway from the street entrance or parking area. One-in-
fourteen ramp. 
So particularly with the type of construction that [company do], which is the multi-unit developments, 
the requirements for us to meet the design code and obviously building approvals, et cetera, are 
actually required to build to Standard AS1428 for access and egress for people with disabilities—what 
you will find is that a lot of the Silver Level of this voluntary code will actually be satisfied. It’s 
actually stepping up to the Gold and Platinum Levels that you see some deviances from what would 
be minimum and obviously with that comes an additional cost to meet that. You will find a lot of the 
Silver Level requirements are quite standard these days. 
Oh, okay. So can we go through? So the entry—they are looking at a minimum of an 820[mm] door 
opening or an 870[mm] door leaf. Would that be your standard? 
So, currently there is a requirement when you are doing something like a multi-storey unit 
development, there is a requirement under the building approval and the development approval 
stage—is a certain percentage of those units are either PWD compliant to begin with or adaptable for 
future. 
This is the affordable housing— 
Affordable—and any multiple-unit development these days. There’s a stipulation that you have to 
have a percentage of those which are PWD compliant which are built with the 820[mm] clear opening 
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between the doors as specified under the BCA and AS codes. The BCA is currently being updated to 
include a whole heap of the Australian Standard access and egress requirements now. 
Yeah it’s great. So the car parking—it’s a 5400[mm] x 3200[mm] for a single car spot? 
Yeah, that conforms with the AS1428 but with the new BCA code that’s coming in, that’s going 
actually, going to be quite a substantial increase in the size required to meet the BCA code in regards 
to PWD.  
Okay, so you’ve got no problem with the 1000[mm] wide corridor—again 870[mm] door leafs.  
Again, the voluntary code is obviously that all units are going to be brought up to be pretty well PWD 
compatible or the ability to upgrade to PWD easily. The difference being is currently we are required 
to create only 2 PWD units out of 83 units with a further five that are adaptable, so, to meet the 
voluntary code all 83 units would need to be easily adaptable to PWD. The PWD units that are 
currently specified will easily meet the requirements under this plan; however, upgrading the rest of 
the building to PWD units obviously is going to be a cost that the developer is going to have to make 
allowance for if they do wish to endorse or to take something like this into their development.  
So [2.2b]—if this, at this point, is voluntary, do you think developers will do it? 
Well, again, a lot of the items in here—the cost associated with it are quite minimal, to say the least—
it’s the spatial requirements of it, I guess, in the case of inner city dwellings where you are quite 
restricted to the block-size available and the developer wants to make a feasibility stack up so they are 
going to try to cram more units into a small space. There is going to be a definite tipping point where 
it will become not feasible for them to proceed. Obviously, it will come down to the individual 
developer and the market they are actually targeting. So I do see there will be a market there for more 
PWD friendly premises in the future.  
Yeah. From a construction view point do you have any difficulties with those units compared to the 
small number in [project], compared to the others, in the detail?  
Then again, it just comes down to the spatial requirement more than anything so adapting the walls, et 
cetera, for PWD units—it's quite simple—it’s basically including noggings or ply sheeting in the walls 
so you can put grab-rails, et cetera, in—the cost in materials and time associated with that is quite 
minimal—it’s the actual increase in sizes of your hallways, and circulation spaces within your 
bathroom, et cetera, that’s going to be the killer for the developer but from a building point-of-view, 
it’s actually going to be easier.  
As a large builder and, um, one that’s done an extensive range of housing um—how can I say this? 
Do you see the slab; do you see any issues about having a step-free entry to the bathroom and a hob-
free shower throughout a complex.  
Not at all. If the structural engineer and the architect are aware of what you are targeting, your 
structure can be adapted to suit that. So you basically are chasing a seamless floor finish from a 
hallway, or living area to a bathroom so that can be achieved by introducing falls in the concrete or 
another way is to create a step down in your bathroom but then obviously bed it and tile it so there’s 
your seamless transition between two rooms. Um, yes, it really will come down to design—
architectural and structural design to accommodate that, so as long as there is a clear indication of 
what you are chasing there. Um, and with that, there is the cost factor will come into that as well. 
How big?  
Well again, it will come down to what your building is—so if you are going to an extra 50mm thick 
slab to try and deal with the shorter ceiling heights, et cetera, you are adding another 50mm of 
concrete per square metre of slab—you start to push the cost of construction up. Your formwork 
doesn’t change all that much in that situation but your cost of material in that slab will obviously 
increase. Or another way could be by adding a step in the formwork which will take some additional 
time to form that up. And then there’s the additional time to top and fall the bathroom prior to tiling as 
well.  
So I’m going to push this a bit—if you were offered a number of options at design-stage, say the 
designer came to you and said:” I want the most cost-effective strategy here”. What is not negotiable 
is a seamless transition. Which would you consider the best and most cost-effective and efficient way 
to do it? 
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Well, again from a building perspective, it’s probably going to be easier and more cost-effective for 
us, is to try and fall the concrete as you place it. However, the issues is the size of slab, et cetera, so to 
do that you have to deal with structural deflection so you would really need to look at it—do the 
exercise on a project-by-project basis. There are too many variables in that to really say which one is 
going to be best. From a builder’s point-of-view, I guess putting a set-down in the bathroom in the wet 
area which allows you to create a far better waterproofing scenario with a water-proofing membrane, 
then a bed and tile on top of that.  
And you would drop it by how much? 
Drop it by how much? Generally standard would be 50mm for a set-down but that obviously has an 
impact on your slab so with the top of your slab you generally add 50mm on the bottom with obvious 
local thickenings as well, so there is cost, definite costings in that. But for a waterproofing / 
constructability point-of-view, it’s going to be easier.  
Okay. Thank you.  
No problem. 
Let’s pull out of this and think about this idea of a voluntary code. Do you think it will work—to get to 
2020—all housing doing it? 
Obviously there is going to be some sort of incentive in there for a developer to warrant the extra cost 
in meeting this voluntary code. The developer’s main interest is to make a dollar as all of us are—so 
feasibilities, et cetera, will be stretched if we are introducing extra costs to the bill with no real 
incentives. But my personal belief is that as Australia’s population continues to age, I feel there is 
going to be a demand at some stage and obviously the supply can take a few years [to get a 
development off the ground and complete ready for that demand]—so there is possibly incentive here 
for some developers who want to look forward to the future to what clientele they are going to target 
with their development.  
There are people who are doing this and are thinking about three ways of encouraging the industry to 
do this. There’s incentives as you mentioned, the second is training in the industry and the third is 
generally awareness raising of the issues, not only in the industry but amongst the general public so 
that they think about it and demand it. What are your thoughts about the other two? That is training—
let’s do training first, do you think the industry needs training to do this or do they have the skills 
now? 
Education is very important—I feel that training people around actually meeting the code is going to 
be only a small portion of that, as pretty well almost all of this is covered in the Australian Standards, 
covering requirement’s access and egress under AS1428 and as I said also, the BCA are going to take 
this one step further and they are going to implement and upgrade a lot of those requirements into the 
latest edition. I feel people carrying out the works—the training is not going to be the big issue to get 
this across the line. It’s actually educating the general public and also developers and builders—this is 
obviously going to happen at some point in time. We need to look forward to the future and see what 
is going to be required. Obviously these unit blocks going up in the city, with basically studio rooms 
and limited access into these buildings, is going to start to really restrict people’s movements in 
regards to—if they have a disability or someone has a disability, et cetera—it’s not only—it doesn’t 
have to be a disability in, um, right now—obviously as the properties change hands, et cetera, then 
obviously you are narrowing the market that is available to you. I think the education won’t be how to 
meet it education is the actual benefits of actually needing it and what they are. 
Okay, I think that has answered that. What do you think would get in the way of the industry taking 
this up? What would stop them? 
As I said, the big one is the developer [being] willing to accept the cost in implementing this—it’s 
voluntary—we need to be realistic that there are costs associated with implementing this—the spatial 
requirements, et cetera, of making this work is going to reduce the let-able area they have available to 
create units so that the big one to win over are the people who are outlaying the money for these 
developments. So if they ultimately can’t pass on the costs to the end-user, then the chances are the 
feasibility won’t work for them and the project won’t proceed.  
Are there any other things that would stop people? 
As for actual constructability, et cetera, from a builder’s side—not at all. We pretty well can build 
anything an architect or a structural engineer can draw. If build-ability does come into it we will look 
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at ways to improve efficiencies with regard to building times and what-not. As for meeting minimum 
spatial requirements and performance of walls to take additional loads of grab-rails, et cetera, [this] is 
quite a minor burden to the builder as such.  
Okay, um, now in the fact that you have been building affordable housing and including those features 
there, has that affected your capacity or made any difference to how you build other buildings, other 
residential buildings? 
Again, as I said, the requirements at the moment is any of these types of buildings, we are required to 
have a certain number of PWDs. Then again it’s only a percentage of them—you are targeting the 
low-hanging fruit so you got maybe two, three PWD units in an entire complex. If we were to meet 
this voluntary plan, it would require all those units, it would have to come up to that standard. At the 
moment we—a lot of the multi-unit dwellings are quite typical. So you’ve got a typical floor plan—
you are churning out the same thing, so there is efficiencies in doing so—at the moment you come to a 
PWD unit you find they do change ever so slightly, the change in bathroom size, et cetera, the 
circulation space—you need to be really mindful and there’s someone watching what they are doing 
and actually meeting their requirements otherwise- if you do miss the mark on those it can be 
catastrophic—you are pulling bathrooms apart to rebuild.  
Can I expand on that?—Just going back to the structure of [company] you have some direct employee 
builders? And you have contracted subbies as well? Is there a difference in their response to this 
work? Do you have to watch more than the other? Supervise one more than the other?  
Obviously, yeah. [Company] are the principal contractor. We are the builder and our responsibility 
under our licences. It’s pretty well that, the principal contractors, so all the burden comes back to us at 
some point in time and we are responsible for the works and workmanship of our subcontractors that 
we engage, so obviously, there is penalties in place if the subcontractors are doing the wrong thing. 
Some trades are very specialised and obviously as a builder you mightn’t be across the detail as well 
as a specialised subcontractor but you are expected to know what’s right and what’s wrong and to 
continue to check that and obviously that the building is meeting the requirements of the 
specifications and drawings.  
Yeah, um, I want you to step back from this particular project and think about the industry generally. 
Um, there are some changes in our world that you can have some control over or influence, like 
changes to the BCA, whatever the consultative processes there are through that. But there are some 
influences that you have no control over like climate change or, you know big events, war, whatever. 
Are there any of those big influences, or they can be little influences too, that might affect this code? 
I mean the hot topic for the last 2-5 years has been the global financial crisis or how we are dealing 
with that. Obviously the cost of items has taken a great importance, particularly in construction. You 
are finding a lot of development has dried up in regards to the cash, isn’t there? So if you are going to 
go out and target to produce something like this, then the incentive would need to be—that there is a 
demand now for it or there is cash incentive available or dis-imbursement from a government body or 
someone to offset that additional cost now.  
Okay, um, alright now I am going to give you a scenario. It’s 2017 and the government is realising 
that this isn’t going quite as fast as they would like it to go for all the reasons we have been talking 
about. And they ring you up and say: “[2.2b] you know the industry well, you know the practicalities 
of this industry, we want to get this over the line, we want all contractors to be doing this by 2020”. 
Um, what do you think—what would be your advice to them to review this program? What could they 
do to make it happen? 
I think it would definitely be a step in the right direction if they implement this as a statutory 
requirement, so obviously through the BCA and the building approval stages, try and include these 
items into that stage and you would really take any opportunity to push back out of it at that point. So 
the cost is the cost. There will be an impact on the industry but if they roll that out over a period of 
time as the BCA gets updated—as a lot of them are already in the BCA and it’s only a matter of 
creeping it through at that point. The current BCA is going to look quite different for Australia. 
Shortly the current BCA is going to implement the Australian standard for access and egress for 
people with disabilities.  
Can I clarify that? Are you saying that the best way is to do it incrementally? So say a number of 
these items over time? Or bang—the whole lot.  
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Obviously it’s going to take some time—incrementally is going to be easier to accept that basically 
you are going to remove that voluntary tag from it altogether. It will be a statutory requirement—to 
introduce this first as a voluntary program. 
In your thoughts as the CEO of this program, what would that recommendation—what would you 
expect to be the response from the industry in relation to other regulatory— 
Obviously, the big one is, who is going to bear the cost in the short term? The developers are going to 
push the cost onto the end-user—the building cost is going to increase as spatial requirements 
increase, and your performance items increase. So, I think it’s just a major push back. Obviously, the 
whole process is going to become more expensive and no-one's going to be able to absorb this. And if 
they say they are, it’s going to be passed on some way or another.  
Okay, that’s it.  
Not a problem. 
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K3. Interview with Developer 2.2d 
Thank you [2.2d] for consenting to this interview. The first questions are about you. So you can tell 
me who you are and your experience. So can you tell me you know what you do in your role? 
Okay [2.2d] is my name. I am currently a project manager for [housing provider], which is my role to 
review a site and then work with our development team to assess whether that site is worthy of us 
participating in development on that site and then once that decision is made, we then go into some 
feasibility on aspects of the project, and then once that’s approved, we then move into more design 
and development, and that’s probably my main role, to take on the design, development of the site and 
then put together a design team—submit a DA and go through the normal processes that are involved 
in that. And then put it to market for tender and then administer the construction of the building, once 
it’s tendered to the successful builder, and then on completion hand over to our operations department 
and then maintain the building with the operations department for the next twelve months, and then 
move away from that building entirely. 
Um— 
Background? 
Yes, background.  
Background—I have been involved in the building industry since 1982. I worked on projects ranging 
from residential multi-storey to shopping-centre developments. These projects ranged between 
projects from $100,000 to $100 million. I worked in the capacity of site manager, project manager, 
design manager, company owner, and worked on developments from Sydney to Cairns.  
So can you tell me about your connection with, or your journey to, [housing provider]?  
 . The Director of development and I worked together previously, and six years ago when [social-
housing company] started, a role to assist [it] to deliver projects was required so I was asked to assist. 
I really started more on a part-time basis and it’s just evolved to be more full-time. To date I have run 
two to three projects at any one time.  
Um okay, so if we take a day in the life of [2.2d] could you describe that for me? 
Well it varies on where you are in the development phase of projects. So at the moment I’ve got two 
projects under construction and due for completion at the end of 2011. So that’s fairly active in a daily 
basis, monitoring the progress—dealing with requests for information from the builders, which are in 
today’s contract, are pretty relentless. So it’s just the co-ordination, continued site meetings, working 
with our development team continually, also because in some of these developments we have a 
combination of mixed tenure. So we have to market—so we have design in a component of our 
building which is based around our core product. Then we have a design in our building which is 
based around our market product, so there’s differences there. So it’s keeping pace and keeping our 
market-team up to speed and staying in touch with what the market is looking for in developments so 
that we’ve got that right product. And then, ah, there’s another project which is in completion so, 
that’s again just working when the operational team has an issue with the operation of that building 
because it’s still under defects liability. Um, maintenance with the builder—I am the conduit between 
the operations and the builder to make sure that those items are being dealt with in a timely manner—
so as the performance of the building is not being affected for our tenants.  
Mm—busy job. Okay, well the next questions are about the idea of this code—so just generally, what 
do you think about the idea of housing with access features? 
It—look, I’ve got to say that, in general, I am in general agreement with the fact that we have an 
ageing population and that, and lots of times things are driven by market-demands, not necessarily by 
practical demands. But then on the other side of things, when you are involved in the design and 
development of the project and you do—and you obviously have got to deal with all the governing 
bodies and all the authorities and all the requirements that you do, you are exposed to a lot of things 
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within the design that you have to cater for minorities. Ah, which actually are very costly to a 
building, and actually become issues you have got to deal with very early on in the building to make 
sure it will work—because they generally revolve around accessibility, which always takes into 
account space, whether that be for pedestrian or for a motor vehicle. So when you finish and operate a 
building, if you go back and analyse those things in years later,—are they being used, were they being 
used? And the answer is generally, it’s a very small percentage to what the actual cost-component 
was, in an overall sense to the building. And when you look at other things, you probably could have 
added to the building to benefit the users—there probably are better things. 
Mm, can you give me an example of that? 
An example of that would be waste management. Waste management within a building is not looked 
at—it’s not treated with the same amount of—what’s the word?—right amount of priority or given 
enough thought /value/importance to the project, not the same amount of importance perhaps—and if 
you look at what society does today, it’s a producer and disposer of things more than it has been for 
the previous twenty or thirty years. So it actually probably should be something that should be 
considered more. It’s something that you’ve got to deal with, one of the first issues you have got to 
deal with, when you do a development of the site is you’ve got to talk to the whoever the 
representative authority is about waste collection from the site, so they will dictate to you the means 
that it is going to be collected and how. So you’ve got to have a turning circle for a truck or 
something. You may not be able to accommodate that with the site. But the actual movement of the 
waste from within, if you are talking about a high-rise building or a broad-acre property it’s actually 
moving it and retaining that within that envelope of the building to that disposal point. And then, even 
though there is a lot of talk and emotion about recycling, really, people are not as—in communal 
living—are not as diligent with it as they could be. And that’s probably a lot to do with the fact the 
mechanisms for them to do it with aren’t treated as importantly.  
Okay. So in taking this forward, what are your thoughts about, um, a voluntary code for—? 
Well a voluntary code, won’t work in my view. Something will only work voluntarily if they are 
going to make money out of it. If someone’s not going to get more value for their product because 
they are volunteering something, why would they do it? Just because they say they can—unlikely—
they may do it once but, once they find out their opposition is not doing it, then at the same value of 
the product they will go “what am I doing this for?” unless they are very, um, moralistic—have a 
moralistic view on it. One out of whatever will do it but generally they won’t. So unless there’s a 
drive from a market, marketing perspective, in terms of a return on investment, I don’t think voluntary 
works.  
Okay, well, hold that thought because we will tease that out further on. Let’s just go through the code, 
so we know exactly what it is. Um, and from your perspective, I would like you to comment on whether 
these features are doable or not doable in the current practice today. The first one is that there is a 
safe continuous pathway from the street entrance or car park to the dwelling entrance that is level. 
Now for Class 2s that is a requirement. But for Class 1s, do you have any involvement with Class 1s? 
Not a lot—only with Class 2s, sometimes Class 3 and Class 5. 
Well, let’s leave that, unless you want to comment from another point-of-view?  
Oh again, it’s just (pause) you have got to be practical about it. Well, every site is different. Well lots 
of times what you’ve got to appreciate is that the designers are always trying to find the edge to get 
that development over another one and that comes from the topography from the land so the 
architectural or the design team try to maximise that—so if you are on a flat site, yes. But if you are 
on an elevated site, so you have got contours on it, then you’ve got to maintain a level path that may 
become a very expensive issue.  
Yeah, it does actually give you an out here if you—you know, for sites that are difficult. Um, okay, um, 
that the one, there’s at least one level entrance to the dwelling to enable home occupants to easily 
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enter or exit the dwelling, so just one entry. They haven’t required the, um, main entry. Um, it could 
be through the garage in a Class1 or um, but I think for Class2 it’s obviously the main entry. Um, the, 
um, that there’s a door width opening of 820[mm] clearance which is an 870[mm] door leaf and that 
there’s a 1200[mm] x 1200[mm] landing. 
I mean those items to me should be mandatory—I mean there’s no reason why a door can’t be a 
minimum 900mm really. I mean there’s no—it’s not a huge—they’re a mass-produced item. They are 
a manufactured item. They are not really dependent on the topography or the lie of the land. It’s just—
they are included in the envelope of the building. It should be something easily taken-up. 
The car park, car parking space—it doesn’t necessarily have to be covered. But it’s 3200[mm] x 
5400[mm]? (Pause) Got a worry about that? 
Oh well, it’s just a—there’s contradictions in the world there—in that we are trying to reduce—the 
world is saying we are trying to reduce our carbon footprint. Yet a requirement for a development is a 
minimum car parking.  
 o, no, it’s if there is a car park. 
Yes I’m getting to that. So then the space to allocate car parking is critical because it’s about 
numbers—it about the volume—the GFA of the site relationship of occupants to the number of cars, 
so if you are going to increase the car parking space required, when we are working to have smaller 
cars, it seems silly to me to have an increase in car space, when we are trying to increase the car 
numbers and the car size. Why aren’t we trying to reduce the car park space rather than increasing it, 
because it is going to put pressure on the number of cars you can actually have in the building which 
is going to put pressure on—if the building actually is going to stack up financially and it most 
probably won’t because you aren’t about provide a sufficient number of car parks.  
So I am hearing you say—for Class2s and 3s—. 
It’s an issue. 
A significant issue, making every car park that size?  
Yes. 
Okay, the internal doors and corridors are to be, um, 820[mm] clearance—again an 870[mm] door 
leaf and 1000[mm] wide corridors? 
I don’t have a problem with that—I agree with that.  
Okay, um, now the toilet is—could either be in a single room—or on its own, a discreet room on its 
own, or in a bathroom. But the requirement is, there is 1200[mm] in front of the pedestal, 900[mm] 
wide?  
I agree—that should be—I mean, there seems to be a trend whereas the bathrooms become a (pause) 
more a marketable thing today with types of fittings and appliances being used. And so, they are 
generally made bigger or they are more extravagant so the actual space problem has to be 
accommodated for that as well—as well as just the general occupant use. The down side of that is that 
we have more—we generally have more bathrooms and toilets in buildings than we did thirty years 
ago and we are actually, probably using more water because of that too.  
Um the shower—um oh, first of all the toilet is to be on the entry level. The shower may not be on the 
entry level but if it is, then it’s to be step free and, um, it can have a screen but there is no hob.  
Look, that’s a good thing but again it creates design issues in you must have set-downs—
waterproofing becomes an issue to the surrounding areas, so it will push the cost of the building up.  
Okay, um, and also which I skipped, but I am bringing it in here because this is the area where it 
normally happens—a minimum of 5mm step.  
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6mm here—5mm—that is a particular issue. That’s a major issue, where you have to comply to that 
on balconies in—  
 o, no, don’t worry about balconies because that is— 
Just stick to the showers and entries— 
And one entry. 
Again it’s a sensible thing you just got to make sure you are not compromising the waterproofness of 
the building. In doing that—and to do that, it will add significant cost to the building. 
Have you got any sense of the cost of that? 
Oh, you would say if you look at a typical house with the typical bathroom, I would say it would add 
on to that bathroom cost it would probably add on another 15 per cent. 
To the bathroom? 
Oh the whole house it might be 5% or something but, I would think if you say a bathroom cost 10,000 
dollars it’s probably going to cost another 150 dollars to do that.  
 Alright, thank you. Oh the last one is ah, reinforcement in the bathroom and toilet walls. 
look I think that’s one of those things—that’s just good sensible practice because, ageing population, 
most houses at some point will probably have to be adapted for an elderly person, so therefore grab-
rails, and it’s just good, probably just good practice—it’s going to add significant cost to buildings 
though, but I think probably what could be done is, is probably a focus should go back to the 
manufacturers of the fittings and look at what type of fixtures they design or can be designed in their 
accessory to be fitted because a lot of the time it’s not just what it’s fixed to, it’s the type of fixture 
that’s used in the accessory—it may not allow a good quality fixing.  
There are two types of reinforcement they suggest—one is nogging, the other is 12mm ply sheeting. 
Do you have an opinion either way?  
Look, ply is probably the most satisfactory, because it’s probably going to give you the most 
flexibility. Nogging will be—it’s more particular in terms of the zone. See, you‘ve got to get it right. 
Whereas if you use ply, it gives you greater flexibility to the layout of the bathroom at a later date 
because if you’ve got to renovate a bathroom, which happens, again the only thing you have got to be 
careful of is wherever you use timber within a wet environment—you’ve got to look at the waterproof 
issues.  
Okay so that’s the Silver Level. Alright, now in thinking about this idea of, um, a voluntary code being 
put out, what do you think and you are a developer what’s going to get in the way of you taking it up? 
You have mentioned a few things. Let’s open it up again. What would get in the way and what would 
encourage you to take it up? 
Okay, it simply depends on what the development is you are doing. If you are pitching a property at 
an elderly market—it depends on what market you are pitching it at—if you are pitching it at a young 
family, they are not really going to be interested in whether it is universal or not because it’s not 
relevant to their daily activities, but if you are pitching it at someone probably over forty or over fifty 
then it probably will be a consideration at their time of life. It might be where they are—probably their 
parents are more elderly. The chance is them having their parents in their home is probably greater 
percentage or their parents being less active and the chance is their being in their home being less 
active is more than it would be if you are talking about a young couple in their twenties and thirties. 
Because their parents are probably, a majority of time, still pretty active and those issues aren’t of a 
concern. But if you are then looking at building things and probably what will happen is as time goes 
on, we will know that green-field sites are becoming harder to do. The infill things are happening 
more. Houses will probably be made smaller. Probably more old and young living together—you 
know it’s happening now where children are staying home longer, living with their parents and that. 
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So again if, if there’s a need for you to value that in why you are building that, in terms of return, you 
will take it into account. If it’s not then you will go, “There’s no need for me to do that”.  
Mm so, okay to take that forward, what would be some good strategies? 
I could probably give you another example in terms of—if you look at a simple thing. We all know 
that you try and design a house to be as airy and naturally ventilated as possible, but that depends on 
the configuration—it depends on the aspect of the property you get. So if it’s going to cost you 20% 
more to design that house to get, to take benefit of the sun and the breeze as opposed to get air-
conditioning in, the answer will be you will put air-conditioning in, because it will be cheaper. So it’s 
the same sort of analogy. It will depend on really the financial viability or the complex in relation to 
how it sits on the site and the aspect and that sort of thing. So if it’s going to cost you more money to 
do these things just to say I’ve got it, it’s probably unlikely to happen. 
Okay, the Livable Housing group, in their plan, which is yet to be finalised, need I say, but we are 
working with what information we have, is to look at three different ways to encourage buyers to buy 
or to ask for this, and for builders to build it. One is a national awareness campaign, the second is a 
training package for the industry, and the third is incentives of some form. What do you think of 
these?  
Let’s start from the back. Incentives—I don’t know of any incentives that work. They are always 
generally—the intention might be right but the administration becomes—no-one thinks through the 
final administration or the long-term administration. There might be a rush initially but they 
generally—they are more politically driven than practically-driven. 
Let’s go backwards. The training for the industry— 
Ah training. Look, it would make sense to include—I mean it’s all about cultural change. It’s all about 
evolution; it’s all about awareness so these things should be included in training in all aspects of 
development so as the people—it is generally on their mind—that’s how the uptake will happen, I 
think. In the most practical way—in training—just a natural attrition, really.  
Just back to training. Do you see it as a skills-based training or an attitude? 
It’s an awareness.  
An awareness? Um.  
Again, what—awareness of what—what is it going to do for the occupants; what’s it going to do for 
the environment. That’s the question someone is going to ask. 
In your work, particularly in, um, a follow-up on a job, do you find that the builders can do this or 
can’t do this work—this access work—you know, like, good drainage in showers? 
Good builders can do that, but they’ve got to. But I mean the concept has to be there from day one. 
Because retrofit is more cost-prohibitive, and probably not give possibly a good build ability outcome 
necessarily.  
The next one is a national awareness campaign.  
Yeah, I think that would be throwing money (pause) on the street. 
(Laugh) Okay, alright now let’s just helicopter out—sometimes in the industry, there are events and 
policy decisions that impinge on you, and change the way you do things, and there are—which you 
are aware of—legislative changes—you know, what could I say, changes to the Building Code?  
BCA. Yeah. 
And then there are external things that happen that you don’t necessarily expect like floods, the global 
financial crisis, whatever, things like that. Can you think of anything like that that would encourage or 
impinge on this happening? 
 300 Appendices 
Okay, if you just looked at natural disasters, so there are going to be issues that are probably going to 
override because of natural disaster issues. They are going to make it more difficult to get compliance 
with some of these issues. As example, when you reinforce the bathroom wall, you are going to 
introduce more timber, typically, at the moment, so you are going to introduce more combustible 
material to an environment. To gain the access to the things, that means that if you are in that’s going 
to make things harder to lift buildings above flood level. If the building has to be lifted it means it’s 
going to be harder to get the access points like that.  
Okay, um, alright this is the last question—you have done very well. You have time to comment 
generally at the end if you like. You get a phone-call in about midway, say 2015, um, from Canberra. 
“[2.2d], we want to roll this out. You have a track record of getting things done. Um, we are going to 
hand this over to you. Um, just get us to the 2020 deadline. You know the field. You know what the 
industry will do and not do, um, what they will tolerate and not tolerate. What would be your strategy 
to get this code taken up by 2020”?  
I think you would have to break it down into the elements of the code you are trying to achieve and 
probably if they haven’t already done, put points—you would rank the things in significance of 
importance. So is accessibility to the development as bigger issue as the internal safety in the 
bathroom? That’s what you have to ask yourself. Where do the most accidents happen in the home? 
You would have to do—they most probably have done those stats, I don’t know—but I would think 
the majority of the stats—they are probably in the bathrooms because I think there should be more in 
the universal design area they should be looking at; the textures of things that are used on surfaces, 
rather than the actual slope, because you can do that there, but the simple analogy is you can walk 
down the street anywhere and there are trip hazards, there are things you can go on in a park, where 
there are people living, and it’s fine—but you go in a shopping-centre. But if there’s one little bit of 
water and someone going to slip over, and you are going to have a compensation claim. So there is 
that. People will have the slipperiest of tiles in their own homes and they go to a shopping centre and 
go, “Why would you put those here?” But it is the same difference really. I’ve gone off the track, so I 
would look at prioritising things in the code that were more achievable than others and then look at 
that and say “right-oh”, well, rather than just try and get a blanket approach, just try and get 
everything, say, what are the most important things we want to get initially. Because, if you get good 
take-up on a few things—change management, then other things may follow. If you try and do it all in 
one go, it’s probably unlikely you are going to get good take-up on anything. So, I would probably 
also try and direct some focus back to suppliers on the fittings that are put into—as I said, the fixtures 
in what. So have standardisation in the regulation of what requirement or what loading it must take. 
As an example, if you design a handrail to a building, the fixings that bolt back to the structure have to 
be rated. There’s no such thing for putting a, a toilet roll holder on the wall, but maybe there should 
be, that sort of thing.  
Okay, um, alright are there any other comments you would like to make? 
Generally, there was one comment regarding the—I can see it’s an issue with this 6mm or 5mm step. 
In designing, when you have thresholds on balconies in multi-level things. To get 6mm threshold at 
the door, it’s really difficult to maintain waterproofness. Because you generally—your best barrier for 
water is the set down, is the step-down, and if you bring the external surface up to be within the 6mm 
of the internal surface then you are reducing the effectiveness of the barrier that is used for your 
glazing element there. And then it also impinges on the fall of the useable surface on the balcony, 
because you still have you’ve got to maintain to get—you have got to assume the worst, you’ve got to 
assume the worst that the driving rain will get to the window line. But then how is the water going to 
get from there to the external perimeter of the building where it generally drains off naturally. If you 
don’t, then you‘ve got to put other mechanisms to catch the water which then is more cost. So that’s a 
difficult issue to attain really. And again you got to say—what’s it really trying to achieve? Is it for a 
wheelchair access? Well you know, I think we’ve got to probably, got to be again everyone’s got to be 
politically correct, I mean to say no-one wants to end up in a wheelchair but you got to look at, you 
know, the people that live in units, how many are in wheelchair? I mean. What’s the real—and yet 
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you don’t want to take someone’s right away to live in that but it’s—you can’t design a whole 
building for the—that’s where the cost gets, gets out of whack.  
Do you want to talk some more about that? 
 (Laugh) Oh no, it’s ah, when you look at disabled access and things within buildings, it’s, ah, so I am 
just conscious of—we have disabilities code and we have to make sure—my worry is that we make 
this universal code—because from where I sit, the disability code is a, when it was brought in and it’s 
a good thing but it’s actually— 
Is this the one in May?  
And in previous years too. It’s—there is just, it adds a humungous amount to the cost of a building. 
You know, just no-one would dare add it up.  
That’s right. Okay, so that’s it. 
That’s it?  
Yes. Right. 
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K4. Photographs of Dwelling 2.2 
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K5. Plan of Dwelling 2.2 
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